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ABSTRACT
Taylor, Brian L.“ בָּמוֹתin Josianic Reforms.” Ph.D. diss., Concordia Seminary, 2016. 360
pp.
Through exposition of the Reform report recorded in 2 Kgs 23:4–20, it will be contended
that the term  ָבּמָהsignified sacred space characterized by certain cultic personnel, cultic rites and
cultic apparatus. This proposed depiction will be examined in light of the broader textual and
lexical evidence for further confirmation, expansion or possible refutation. Should the proposal
find broader support, it will be further utilized to examine possible  בָּמוֹתsites in the archealogical
record.

CHAPTER ONE

 בָּמוֹתIN JOSIANIC REFORMS
The Thesis
The present assertion is that the record of Josianic reforms found in 2 Kgs 23 provides
textual evidence, which is further supported by a broader biblical and lexical study, for the
revision of commonly held views regarding the nature of a  ָבּמָה. The thesis will argue that the
meaning of the term  ָבּמָהshould be understood from the perspective of its function, which is in
accord with how an ancient Israelite viewed such, rather than in terms of its etymology or some
sort of specific architectural feature. Specifically, it will be maintained that the word ָבּמָה
signifies sacred space that was identified by certain cultic apparatus, cultic activities and cultic
personnel.  בָּמוֹתwere situated at a variety of locations but were not limited to any one type of
location,1 and were utilized for both Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic worship.2 It is further the
contention of this dissertation that this evidence can supply a model by which to assay
archaeological claims for  בָּמוֹתfindings.

The Current Status of the Question
The underlying question to the above thesis is simply what did the word  ָבּמָהsignify to an
ancient Israelite, a definition by which a modern might be able to identify such among
archaeological sites? That is, to state it more mundanely, what did a  ָבּמָהlook like? As indicated
1

Specifically, in 2 Kgs 23 a  ָבּ ָמהis associated with  בָּתִּ יםand, only once in 2 Kgs 23, and only there, with שׁע ִָרים
ְ .

2

The phrase “non-Yahwistic” is preferable than specifying pagan gods because, in the account found in vv.
15–20, regarding Josiah’s destruction of the northern בָּמוֹת, these sites could have been used in the worship of
Yahweh, but in the illicit manner of the northern cult.

1

above, it will be argued that 2 Kgs 23 provides us with evidence to consider when discussing the
nature of a  ָבּמָה. Once this evidence is evaluated and a definition is ascertained, appeal will then
be made to the broader biblical usage of the word for further scrutiny of this definition. Hence,
the present approach will focus on the textual evidence as the basis by which to formulate a
description concerning the nature of a  ָבּמָה.
Additionally, the etymological and archaeological fields will also be examined. As noted
above, there will be a consideration of the lexical evidence as to the nature of בָּמוֹת, which will
include proposed etymological developments for the term  ָבּמָה. Moreover, this investigation will
attempt to articulate a model by which to examine proposed  בָּמוֹתsites in the archaeological
record. Hence not only will a particular definition be given, but a certain methodology will be
followed, one that utilizes the evidence garnished from these three fields. It is important to
observe, though, that, whereas appeal will be made to each field, the textual evidence will take
precedent in this examination.
As one reviews the current status of the question, these two items stand out. First, as
expected, one finds a variety of definitions for the nature of a  ָבּמָה. Secondly, though, one also
recognizes that in the various treatments of this subject, each of the aforementioned fields play a
role in the development of these theories, with one usually taking precedent over the other two.
In consideration of this, the following review will attempt to reflect these two facets. It will
provide an overview of the main opinions as to the nature of a  ָבּמָה, as represented by their major
proponents. Additionally, a close analysis will be made of the major proponents’ work in order
to understand how they arrived at their conclusions and, in so doing, to appreciate which field of
evidence takes center stage. To begin with, it is helpful to know why modern translations
routinely translate  ָבּמָהas “High Place.”

2

Etymological Focus
 בָּמוֹתas High Places
According to Barrick, this tradition originates with the Vulgate, which routinely translated
 ָבּמָהwith the word excelsus.3 This sense of “High Place” found its way into English translations
with the Coverdale Bible, which was influenced, in addition to the Septuagint and the Vulgate,
by Tyndale’s “heeze thingis” or “hize thingis.”4 Luther translated the term with höhe.
Beginning in the eighteenth century, the idea that a  ָבּמָהdenoted, in some fashion, height
still held sway until most recently. As noted by Barrick, one early attempt to explain the term
was to hypothesize an early verbal root, בוּם.5 Eventually, though, an etymological explanation
arose which connected  ָבּמָהwith the Akkadian topographical pl. bamātu and an Ugaritic cognate
bmt. In a circular fashion, lexicographers first utilized the Hebrew  ָבּמָהto define the Akkadian
bamātu6 and then utilized bamātu to confirm that  ָבּמָהmust be a “topographical term denoting
highground.”7
So, as Barrick explains, whatever else it might be, a “ ָבּמָהmust somehow exhibit high-ness
because that is the etymologically primary meaning of the word BMH.”8 One such example of

3

W. Boyd Barrick, “High Places,” ABD 3:196–200. The Septuagint also utilizes a similar term, ὑψηλός, yet it
is not the exclusive word used to translate  ָבּ ָמה. Indeed, a part of the lexical evidence that will be reviewed later
concerns the other terms utilized by the Septuagint (this is an especially important element to Patrick Vaughn’s work
(see Patrick H. Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament[London: Cambridge University Press, 1974],
33–35).
4

See J. T. Whitney, “’Bamoth’ in the Old Testament,” TB 30 (1979): 130.

5

Barrick provides two examples of this trend; one from the Dominican lexicographer Pagninus (dating from
1578) and more recently GKC (see Barrick, ABD 3:111).
6

See for instance Frederich Delitzsch, Assyrisches Handwörterbuch, (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1896), 177.

7

Barrick, ABD 3:196. Note, elsewhere, in explaining this phenomenon, Barrick points to Gesenius
(Handwörerbuch) and Fr. Delitzsch (Prolegomena eines neuen hebräisch-aramäisch Wörterbuchs zum Alten
Testament) as well as BDB as examples for this reversal (Boyd Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,”
[PhD. Diss., The University of Chicago, 1977], 3).
8

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 8–9. Note that Barrick also utilizes Hirsch as an example of
the etymological approach, but without the depth of treatment as here presented.

3

this comes from E. Hirsch. Hirsch defines a  ָבּמָהas a “raised space primitively on a natural, later
also on a artificial, elevation devoted to and equipped for the sacrificial cult of a deity.”9 He
references the Akkadian plural as well as its occurrence in the Mesha Inscription.10 He further
asserts that  בּוּםis the verbal root for the term, explaining that the long “a” vowel would indicate
such. The only question was whether  בָּמוֹתreceived their name because they were located on a
high hill or, regardless of their location, they were some sort of raised construction. Hirsch opts
for the latter. In line with this, he further asserts that the references in Akkadian and Hebrew to
mountains as bamāti (Akk.) or ( בָּמוֹתHeb.) were due to the cult site being located upon such; in
other words, the topographical sense arose from the cultic. The evidence for this, he avers, is the
mention in the Hebrew Scriptures of  בָּמוֹתbeing located in places other than hills and mountains.
He further stipulates that while the term “ ָבּמָהmay rightly be taken to connote any shrine or
sanctuary without preference to elevation or particular construction,” nevertheless, there must be
some sort of distinction between it and “ordinary shrines.”11 Again, it is the inherent sense of
“height” by which Hirsch is able to deduce such a distinction. The characteristic which
differentiated  בָּמוֹתfrom ordinary shrines was that  בָּמוֹתwere elevated platforms.12
Even when postulating the possible origin of the  ָבּמָהphenomenon, he again utilizes the
concept of height, by stipulating that in the ancient world, the gods lived upon such high hills
9

E. Hirsch, “High Place,” TJE, 7:387.

10

Being written in the early 1900s, he lacks the Ugaritic evidence.

11

Hirsch, “High Place,” 6:387.

12

Hirsch does point to the utilization of verbs in certain passages, which express ascent and descent in relation
to  בָּמוֹתfor explicit support of this idea (Hirsch, “High Place,” 6:387). It would seem though that such does not
necessitate understanding  בָּמוֹתas raised platforms, unless one takes the notion of height as inherent to the word
itself. As will be argued below, rather than indicating the nature of בָּמוֹת,  ָעלָהand  י ַָרדcould simply indicate a
preference to situate  בָּמוֹתon elevated ground. Also, see Barrick’s analysis the verb ( ָעלָהas described below), which
also make it highly unlikely that such movement indicates something about the nature of a  ָבּ ָמה, but rather speaks of
movement toward such a site (see especially his work with  ָעלָה, Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,”
57–68; for his brief treatment of י ַָרד, in which he comes to a similar conclusion as  ָעלָה, see Barrick, “The Word
BMH in the Old Testament,” 85 n.2) .

4

and mountains. Hence, he states: “This conception, therefore, is at the bottom of both the plan of
construction-in the shape of a sloping, terraced elevation-and the selection of natural heights for
the location of bamot.”13
Thus, throughout his treatment, one notices how the concept of “height” predominates his
interpretation of בָּמוֹת, including how he handles the textual evidence.14 As one examines Hirsch’s
presentation, one is struck by the lack of explanation for the basic notion of “height” as inherent
in the word.15 Hence, Hirsch’s treatment of the word would seem to exemplify Barrick’s
stipulation that the “modern era of biblical scholarship inherited this understanding of bāmâ”
from the Latin Vulgate’s excelsus.16 Additionally, Barrick notes that this is an example of what
James Barr refers to as the root fallacy. As Barrick explains, a root fallacy is the belief that there
is a root meaning for a word which is taken “to be part of the actual semantic value,”17 by which
the meaning of a word, in any given context, can be determined. Barrick points to such earlier
efforts in which scholars based their definition for the nature of a  ָבּמָהon the concept of
“highness” as illustrative of this; that is, as seen above, by hypothesizing a certain etymological
development, in which the word  ָבּמָהoriginated from a primary sense of “highness,” they
asserted that any definition of  ָבּמָהmust somehow incorporate this meaning. This would seem to
be a major fault of an etymological approach.18

13

Hirsch, “High Place,” 6:388.

14

Unlike later representation, Hirsch does not include any discussion of archaeology, which is not surprising
considering that at this stage little evidence likely existed.
15

The utilization of the Akkadian term serves as confirmation of the meaning not as explanation of such.

16

Barrick, ABD 3:196.

17

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 9.

18

For other examples, see W.C. Allen, “High Place,” ADB, 2:381; Geo. W. Gilmore, “High Places,” NSHERK,
5:276; G.L. Robinson, “High Place,” ERE, 6:678 as well as other examples cited by B. Barrick, “The Word BMH in
the Old Testament,” 3 n. 3.
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Archeological Focus
Albright:  בָּמוֹתas Funerary Cairns
A key turning point in this discussion occurred in the work of W.F. Albright. While still
adhering to the notion of height as inherent in the word, Albright further refined the definition by
asserting that the word was used for funeral sites or cairns. Whereas Albright develops his thesis
through the textual and etymological evidence, yet his work most fully demonstrates the
utilization of archaeological evidence for understanding the nature of a  ָבּמָה. Hence, as we review
Albright’s presentation, we will see all three elements in play, but especially his reliance upon
the archaeological evidence for his understanding of the nature of a  ָבּמָה.
Albright begins his work by analyzing Isa 53:9 and Job 27:15, stipulating that these two
passages “strongly suggest, to say the least, that the word bâmāh sometimes had the meaning
‘place of burial where the deceased were interred according to pagan rites, cemetery near an
ancient pagan cultic installation.’”19 In order for these passages to support Albright’s theory,
though, he must argue for an alternative reading to the MT. For instance, with Isa 53:9, he has to
appeal to the Qumran form of the text (IQIsa). The first line of v. 9 in the MT reads: שׁעִים
ָ ֶת־ר
ְ ַויּ ִתֵּ ן א
 ִקבְרוֹ ְואֶת־ ָעשִׁיר בְּמ ֹתָ יו. As evident, the last word of the line, בְּמ ֹתָ יו, which stands in a parallel position
with  ִקבְרוֹ, does not agree with it as regard to number. Albright rejects the MT reading in favor of
1QIsa, which reads the second part of the line as: we-ʿim ʿašŝrîm bômātô.20 Hence, as noted by
Barrick, in his evaluation of Albright’s thesis: “The troublesome “in his deaths” appears here as a
singular construction of  ָבּמָהin complimentary parallelism with ”וֹק.בר21 So, Albright’s alternative

19

W.F. Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” SVT 4 (1957): 247.

20

We are here utilizing Albright’s transliteration (Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 245),
seeing that the Qumran Text would be unpointed. The pointed Hebrew would thus be ירים בּוֹ ָמתוֹ
ִ שׁ
ִ  ְועִם ַע.
21

W. Boyd Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine: a Reassessment,” VT 25
(1975): 567.
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reading of the Isaiah passage, based on 1QIsa, is: “His grave was put with the wicked. And his
funerary installation with demons.”22
Albright next brings the Job passage in line with the Isaiah passage, whereby he proffers
the reading of  בָּמוֹתas opposed to the MT’s rendering,  ַבּ ָמּוֶת. He does this by submitting two
similarities between the texts. First is the similar use of words  ָבּמָהand ( קברnoun in the Isaiah
passage, with its verbal cognate in Job). Next, he stipulates that the v. 13 speaks of the אָדָ ם ָרשָׁע
which is similar to the ִירים
ִ  ַעשׁof the Isaiah passage. By these two resemblances, he thus links Job
with Isaiah and in doing so, then translates Job 27:15 to read:
His survivors shall be buried in pagan graves
And his widows shall not bewail (them).
Hence, by these two alternative readings, he presents his textual support for the connection
of the funerary installation or cairn with the term  ָבּמָה.23
Yet, even at this point, it seems that Albright’s use of the textual evidence is conditioned
upon the archaeological evidence. Albright did not always hold to this view of the  ָבּמָהas a
funerary installation. What changed his opinion was the archaeological work he did in the Sinai
22

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 246. Note, the “with demons” arises from his accepting
שׁ
ְ ( ע ִִריםin line with 2 Kgs 23) for the MT’s שׁ
ְ ( ע ִָריםsee W.F. Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 245 n.
1).
23

It should be noted that the above survey does not mention his use of Isa 6:13. This is primarily due to the
secondary nature of the text for Albright’s presentation. He does stipulate that the text is “classical for the
description of a biblical bâmāh” (Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 254). He further states that the
text presents the most important items found in a typical cultic ( ָבּ ָמהthe commemorative stele and the שׁ ֲא
ְ )רה.
ָ Two
points, though, need to be observed in Albright’s presentation with relation to Isa 6:13. First, he does not deal with
this passage at the same point where he treats the other three passages. Rather, he puts off the discussion of Isa 6:14
until after much of his case about the nature of a ( ָבּ ָמהespecially utilizing the exegetical and archaeological
evidence) has been made. In this way, rather than this passage informing on his view of the  ָבּ ָמהphenomenon, it
seems more to depend upon a case already put forth. Second, in skipping over this passage when dealing with the
texts he adduces as support for his position, Albright refers to this as a “doubtful passage” (Albright, “The High
Place in Ancient Palestine,” 248). When he does turn to this passage, he does so by stipulating the “We are now
ready.” (Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 254). Hence, again the impression that comes across is
that this passage needs enlightenment upon rather than offering enlightenment from. Again, as with Isa 53, Albright
relies upon the Scroll’s reading of this text (which reads  ָבּ ָמהin place of MT’s בָּם, with the whole of the phrase
reading, mošklākot <be> maṣṣěbôt bâmāh, which Albright translates as “cast out with the stelae of the high place”
[Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 255–56]).
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in combination with the Qumran scrolls’ alternative reading. As he explains: “In my preliminary
publication eight years ago I had made some observations of capital importance for the solution
of the problem; but without the evidence for the interpretation of certain biblical texts which has
been brought by the Dead Sea Scrolls, it would scarcely have been possible to have recognized
the solution.”24 These observations involved three different cairn cemeteries found in the Sinai
region. Albright states of these three cemeteries that they provide “our best clue to the origin and
early development of the bâmāh.”25 So, then, his preference of readings seems to follow from
and be dependent upon the archaeological evidence.
While adhering to the notion that these  בָּמוֹתwere funerary shrines,26 he also recognizes that
they served as “paganizing rustic sanctuaries, which played a role in ‘fertility cult’,” further
noting that many compare them to the cult of the welis,27 which is practiced by modern Muslim
peasants.28 Yet, Albright further recognized another, “extremely important ancient parallel:” The
Hellenic and Hellenizing cult of heroes.29 Just as the backward Israelite population viewed these
 בָּמוֹתas a part of the fertility cult, concerned with the productivity of field, flock and family, so
too the Greeks viewed their heroes: “Whatever their origin, the common folk turned to them
rather than to the major deities of Olympus for help in time of need; to them they offered gifts,
made vows, and performed stated rites in order to obtain fertility of crops, herds, and families, as
24

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 244.

25

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 248. The three cemeteries will be discussed more fully
when we come to Barrick’s criticism of Albright’s position (see below).
26

Our using the terms “installations,” “shrine,” and “cairn” interchangeably reflects Albright’s own practice.
To clarify a bit, Albright would seem to adhere to the idea that a  ָבּ ָמהwas a funerary shrine/installation which was
architecturally built as a stone cairn. As Barrick observes, a cairn is “nothing more than a ‘heap of stones” capable
of any number of functions” (Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine,” 578).
27

Or cult of the auliyā, which Albright elsewhere describes as the Islamic cult of the saints (see W.F. Albright,
“Islam and the Religions of the Ancient Orient,” JAOS [September 1940]: 283–301).
28

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 253
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Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 253
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well as to ensure recovery from illness and success in any venture.”30 So, like the Greeks, the
ancient Israelites’ fertility cult involved the worship of “heroes” at the בָּמוֹת.
Later in his presentation, he further supports this contention by drawing a connection
between  ָבּמָהand the Arabic word buhmatum. The Arabic word, he asserts, signified, primarily
“mass of rock,” but had as a secondary sense “brave man, hero.” He further relates this dual
meaning to an actual practice in the ancient world. Specifically, he claims that the Conway High
Place31 evinces the very sort of cultic structure meant by the dual sense of buhmatum. He
assumes that the phenomenon performed there, which was the placement of shrines to heroes on
masses of rocks, was not just practiced by the Nabataeans (who were responsible for the Conway
High Place), but exemplified practices akin to those found among the Canaanites and early
Israelites. He thus associates this double meaning for buhmatum with  ָבּמָה, thereby concluding
that it signifies a “cairn” and a “hero’s shrine.”32
So, via this etymological link, Albright further refines his understanding of  ָבּמָהby asserting
that  בָּמוֹתwere related to the practice of a hero-cult in ancient Israel. Very few, if any, scholars
follow Albright here. Yet, it should be noticed that the means by which he associates these two
words is not only through the etymological link but also the archaeological evidence. This
typifies how much stock Albright places in the role of archaeology.
It must be noted that Albright also associates these funerary installations with  ַמצֵּבוֹת. After
averring that both Isa 53 and Job 27 refer to בָּמוֹת, and translating  ָבּמָהas funerary installations
30

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 253
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The Conway high place was discovered by Agnes Conway (hence the name) in 1929 on the summit of
ʿArqûb AbūʿUlleigah or ʿArqûb el–Hîsheh. It was initially interpreted as a cultic site, with its earliest use being by
the Nabataeans (an Arabic tribe) in the fourth century BC (See W.F. Albright, “The Excavations of the Conway
High Place at Petra,” BASOR [Feb. 1935]: 22). Peter Parr has since successfully challenged this interpretation. Parr,
following the work of Horsfield, reinterpreted the site as military rather than cultic in nature; specifically, as to the
“high place,” he concluded that it was a round, defensive tower (see Peter J. Parr, “Le ‘Conway High Place’ á Pétra:
Une nouvelle interprétation,” RB 69: 77).
32

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 257.
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(Isa 53) and pagan graves (Job 27), he conditions this meaning by stipulating that this does not
necessitate that the dead were actually buried there: “The burial may be have been in the
neighbourhood of a bâmāh (or even far away), while the defunct was commemorated by a stele
erected in the bâmāh.” 33
To support this contention, he references Ezek 43:7b. The MT reads: יהֶם וּ ְב ִפג ִֵרי בָּמוֹתָ ם ַמ ְל ֵכ
שׂבֵּית־י ִ עוֹד י ְ ַטמְּאוּ וְ"א
ְ שׁ ָראֵל
ֵ שׁקֵדְ ם
ִ בִּזנוּתָ ם וּ ַמ ְלכֵיהֶם ֵהמָּה י. Albright translates the latter part of this verse
(ָמוֹתֽם
ָ  )וּ ְב ִפג ְֵרי ַמ ְלכֵיהֶם בּas: “the funerary stelae of their kings in their bâmôt.”34 In so doing, he
performs two exegetical feats. First, he rejects any emendation of the text (which, as Albright
observes, usually eliminates the word ) ָבּמָה.35 Secondly, he understands  ֶפגֶרhere as meaning
“funerary stelae.”36 Hence, for Albright, Ezek 43 provides evidence for the placement of steles,
which he also refers to as  ַמצֵּבוֹת, within בָּמוֹת, which serve as memorial steles in honor of Judaean
kings. In addition to this, these installations were physically distant from the actual royal tombs.
So, Ezek 43 supports his contention that ( בָּמוֹתalong with their  ) ַמצֵּבוֹתcould as well be memorial
shrines in addition to and separate from actual burial sites.
With regard to the combination of  ַמצֵּבוֹתwith  בָּמוֹתas he interprets from Ezek 43, Albright
goes on to elucidate this passage with two archaeological sites: the Temple of the Obelisks at
Byblos and the Late Bronze sanctuary at Hazor.37 At both sites, numerous steles were found

33

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 247. Note that “stelae” is Albright’s translation for  ַמצֵּבוֹת.
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Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 247.
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As noted by the BHS textual apparatus, several manuscripts (including Theodotian and TargumEd) have
בְּמוֹתָ ם. For other possible renderings, see Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine,”
587–88.
36

This last point is arrived at by appealing to epigraphical evidence from the Temple of Dagon at Ugarit, in
which is found an inscription on a stele with the word  ֶפגֶרthat, according to Albright, means “funerary stele” (see
Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 247).
37

Hazor C, Shrine 6136. Once again, we see the utilization of the archaeological evidence, even as he is
discussing the textual evidence (just as he used the archaeological evidence with regard to his etymological
discussion).
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within the temple precincts, which Albright understands as memorial steles. Albright, then,
associates such a phenomenon with the biblical phrase  בֵּית־בָּמוֹתand avers that the interpretation
should be “temple of stele” rather than “temple of high places.”38
This understanding of the  ָבּמָהbeing located away from the burial site has further
archaeological support. After describing the Sinai cemeteries in general detail, and noting their
similarities with funerary cairns in the Negev of Palestine and funerary cairns found in South
Arabia, he goes on to speak of two tumuli found on a ridge near Malḥah, southwest of Jerusalem.
He stipulates that the Malḥah tumuli are also an example of a בָּמוֹת.
Barrick’s own summation of Albright’s position, at this point, is most helpful in
understanding the link that Albright appears to be making between these different sites. Whereas
the three Sinai cemeteries range in date from the fourth and third millennia BC to the fifteenth
Century BC, the Malḥah site dates to the seventh (possibly late eighth or early sixth) century BC.
Though similar in appearance, there is one important distinction. Whereas the Sinai Cairns were
located on top of the burial site, not so the Malḥah tumuli. There is no burial inside or under
them. So, then, a functional development has taken place here between the first stage of  בָּמוֹthe( ת
Sinai Cairns) and the second stage (the Malḥah site),39 in which the Malḥah  בָּמוֹתare not actual
burial sites, but commemorative sites. Thus, according to Barrick’s analysis, it would seem that
Albright is postulating an evolutionary development with regard to בָּמוֹת. In the early stage, the
 בָּמוֹתwere associated with the burial, while in the later development they could rather be
memorial shrines.
38

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 249.
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It should be observed that Barrick also points out that the functional development corresponded to the
architectural development. As evinced between the three phases of the Sinai Cairns, the area of the burial chambers
diminished in size, with the result that the cairn became the dominant facet of the site. Finally, with the Malḥah site,
there was no burial chamber (Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine: a
Reassessment,” 569).
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At this juncture, Albright makes a further point with respect to the relation of  ַמצֵּבוֹתto מוֹת ָבּ.
After discussing two funerary cairns found at Megiddo and Nahariyah,40 he introduces 2 Sam
18:17f. into his discussion.41 The 2 Sam account speaks, among other things, of the burial of
Absalom. In doing so, it refers to “a very great stone cairn”42 being raised over his burial site.
The narrative goes on to state that Absalom erected a  מַז ֵצּבָהin his own memory, to which the
stone cairn did not have any “special topographical relationship.”43 Hence, Albright concludes:
“The great importance of this passage for our problem is obvious, though its very familiarity has
led me to overlook the essential point, that the maṣṣēbâh might be erected in a place many miles
from the burial cairn.”44 It would seem to be on this basis that Albright, later, stipulates that both

40

These cairns, following Barrick, must be understand as a part of Albright’s evolutionary theory in order for
them to be interpreted as funerary in nature. As Barrick explains, although the sites of Megiddo and Nahariyah
actually pre-date the Jerusalem tumuli by over a millennium, they represent a later development of the  בָּמוֹתin
Albright’s presentation (Barrick identifies these as Albright’s third stage). After reviewing these various sites,
Albright states: “From these indications it would appear that the cairn high place was brought into Palestine from the
desert, presumably in different periods and probably with varying types and functions” (Albright, “The High Place
in Ancient Palestine,” 251). It would seem to be that the cairns of Megiddo, Nahariyah and Jerusalem supply
evidence for the transmigration of the  בָּמוֹתphenomenon from the desert, that is from a nomadic tradition (as
presumably represented by the Sinai, Negev and South Arabia cairns), to that of a sedentary culture (i.e., Megiddo
and Nahariyah). Yet, there is a problem with identifying the Megiddo and Nahariyah as funerary cairns: there is no
body associated with these rock formations. Taking this into consideration, then, it would seem that the Jerusalem
tumuli, which Albright asserts were still built according to the “nomadic tradition” (in what way, he does not
stipulate; Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 576), serves as the connection between those of Megiddo
and Nahariyah and the earlier, nomadic examples because, although similar in structure to the cairns found in the
Sinai, the South Arabia and the Negev, they had no burial within, likes those of Megiddo and Nahariyah. Hence, this
facet of the Jerusalem “cairns” allows Albright to interpret those of Megiddo and Narhariyah as  בָּמוֹתin line with the
earlier, nomadic examples. It is on this basis, it would seem then, that Barrick rightly indicates that Jerusalem is the
fulcrum for Albright’s identification of the Megiddo and Nahariyah cairns as ( בָּמוֹתBarrick, “The Funerary
Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine,” 569–70).
41

Barrick stipulates that the reason why Albright has to cite 2 Samuel at this juncture is because of his
evolutionary development of the  ָבּ ָמה. Seeing that no  ַמצֵּבוֹתwere discovered at Malḥah, Megiddo and Nahariyah, 2
Sam, by allowing Albright to postulate a development in which the cairn and the  ַמצֵּבוֹתare geographically separated,
affirms his identification of these sites as מוֹת ָבּ. It should be noted, that Albright does not clearly stipulate that no
 ַמצֵּבוֹתwere found in the Palestinian sites, but this seems to be a correct inference on Barrick’s part due to the
placement of the 2 Sam passage at this point in his discussion.
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Albright’s interpretation, Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 251.
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the funerary cairn and the stele could be considered a  ָבּמָה.45
Further mention needs to be made regarding the etymological aspect of Albright’s
argument. Albright also connects  ָבּמָהwith the aforementioned Akkadian pl. bamātu, and
stipulates “ridges, heights” for its meaning. In addition, he includes the Akkadian singular
bāntu,46 which he asserts has the sense of “trunk, torso.” He further connects this Akk. term with
the Ug. singular bmt, which shares the same connotation.47 It seems that Albright is advocating
for a development of the word  ָבּמָה, in which the anatomical sense of “back” evolves to the
topographical sense of “ridge.” From here, he arrives at the cultic sense of “high place.”
To accomplish this, though, he must again employ the archaeological evidence. As has
been observed, it is a series of what Albright identifies as cairn cemeteries in the Sinai that best
exhibit the early development of בָּמוֹת. The location of these cairns in Sinai is upon ridges, which
is also true for the next set of funerary cairns he points to in South Arabia and the Negev of
Palestine. From this, then, he stipulates that it is scarcely possible “to separate this fact from the
45

W.F. Albright, Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan: A Historical Analysis of Two Contrasting Faiths, (Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 205. As Barrick explains, after reviewing his argument regarding 2 Sam 18: “By
making the basic relationship between cairn and stele functional rather than physical Albright admits a new
dimension to the meaning of  ָבּ ָמה: Both the cultic mound and the stone monument can be a bāmāh” (Barrick, “The
Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine,” 570). Note that Albright points to the Mesha inscription,
in which he understands the word  בּמהto signify the stone upon which the inscription is written, and the use of στηλη
in the LXX to interpret  ָבּ ָמהfor support of this connection (W. F. Albright, “From the Patriarchs to Moses: II,” BA 36
[1973]: 74; Albright, Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan, 205). This would be an important element in Albright’s
identification of the ten standing megaliths at Gezer as בָּמוֹת, although there is no burial site there.
46

These two possible cognates, plus the Ug. bmt will continue to be a part of the discussion up to the present.
So, it will be necessary to clarify the terms that will be used and their relation to each other. Albright utilizes the
morphological form bāmāti when referring to the Akk. pl. (which only occurs in the plural), which pertains to a
topographical reference. In CAD, this Akk. term is listed as bamâtu (CAD, bamâtu). Other scholars (such as
Vaughan [see Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 7–9]) also utilize the latter spelling. Further,
Albright utilizes bāntu for the Akk. singular. Again, in CAD, while listed, it references back to bamtu A (which
CAD takes to mean “half,” as opposed to bamtu B, which is the anatomical nuance; CAD, bantu). Other scholars
(e.g. Patrick H. Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 6–7) also employ bamtu rather than bantu.
For the Akk. bandu is another spelling for the anatomical bamtu B (CAD 2:78), with pandu serving as an alternative
for both bamtu A and B (CAD, bamtu A, CAD, bamtu B). Note that CAD bamtu A (“half”) does not seem to figure
into this discussion (CAD, bamtu A s.v. 1); so it should be noted that there is some discrepancy between the use of
bantu in Albright and CAD. Thus, it would appear that Albright more reflects Von Soden’s position, which views a
single root from which the various derivatives originated (see discussion below 264–65).
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biblical tradition that bâmôt were built on hills or from the meaning “ridge” which attaches to the
plural bāmāti in Accadian.”48 Considering that the Ugaritic bmt connotes the sense of “back,”
(which also persists in the Hebrew Scriptures), this provides a “solid semantic basis for the
evolution of ‘back, ridge, high place’…”49
Albright’s focus on these three possible cognates would continue to shape a great deal of
the discussion about the meaning of  ָבּמָה. A particular element of Albright’s etymological study
which deserves further mention is his contention that ( ָבּמָהand its Semitic cognates) developed
from the Proto-Semitic word bahmatu.50 As already observed, in employing 1QIsa, Albright
accepts the reading of בּוֹמָה, which he contends is an alternative reading for  ָבּמָה. He further
stipulates that this is “unquestionably a more correct spelling of the familiar bâmāh.”51 Both
spellings, though, trace back to the proposed proto-semitic bahmatu.
Later in his presentation, he more fully explains the evolution of  ָבּמָה/( בּוֹמָהas well as the
Akk. and Ug. Cognates). Regarding the long vowel in the first syllable of  ָבּמָה/בּוֹמָה, he notes that
in accordance with a large number of examples from Hebrew, Ugaritic, Aramaic, Akkadian and
Arabic, the ā or ū vowels can be explained as originating from ah or uh constructions, from
whence the  הhas quiesced into the preceding vowel. On this basis, then, he stipulates that
 ָבּמָה/ בּוֹמָהoriginated from bahmatu. There is, though, the problem of the two variant spellings for
 ָבּמָה/בּוֹמָה. Albright explains this as a dialectical variation, whereby ah was retained as a form
until after the majority of proto-Semitic accented â vowels had evolved into ô vowels.52
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Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 249–50.

49

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 250.

50

There are actually two unique elements to Albright’s presentation, one of which has already been alluded to:
his utilization of the Arabic buhmatum to help postulate the association of hero shrines with בָּמוֹת.
51

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 245.

52

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 245, 256. Note that in further support of this, Albright
points to the world  קוֹלHe stipulates that this word cannot go back to qawlu/qaulu, because it is written קל, not in קול
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Whereas, this particular aspect of his theory does not seem to have had a great deal of
influence upon later discussion, what it does illustrate is the effort to establish an etymological
development for  ָבּמָה. In establishing this theory, Albright turns to a morphological explanation
that involves vocalic changes, which must occur for the later  ָבּמָהto have originated from
bahmatu. It is this sort of morphological examination and explanation which continues to play a
role in the discussion.53
To summarize Albright’s position, a  ָבּמָהis a “projecting mass of rock, mountain ridge,
stone burial cairn.”54 It is associated with Albright’s proposed Israelite hero-cult and also
involves the use the  ַמצֵּבוֹתor stele,55 even to the point that such objects can be referred to as  ָבּמָה.
He further stipulates that such sites also functioned in fertility cults and by this association he is
able to identify such as hero-cult shrines. It also seems that Albright maintains that basic sense of
height in his definition as evidenced in his observation that most funerary cairns were located on
ridges.
Though Albright’s theory appears to have gained strong support for a time,56 it has since
fallen out of favor.57 Nevertheless, Albright’s work characterizes much of what takes place in the

the Siloam inscriptions (it would seem that this is based on the observation that diphthongs were not contracted in
the Judean dialect, but were contracted in the northern dialect) and, in Aramaic, is qâlâ. Hence,  קוֹלmust go back to
qahlu (Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 256).
53

An example of this would be Humphrey H. Hardy and Benjamin D. Thomas, “Another Look at Biblical
Hebrew bɔmɔ 'High Place’,” VT 62 (2012): 175–88, which will be dealt with in greater detail when examining the
etymological evidence for בָּמוֹת.
54

Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 257.

55

“Stele” is Albright’s interpretation of  ַמ ֵצּבָה.

56

As observed by Whitney as late as 1979: “The tomb theory has passed into general works on the Bible, and
is probably to be regarded as the dominant hypothesis” (Whitney, “Bamoth in the Old Testament,” 129).
57

It was effectively countered by B. Barrick, who demonstrated the weakness of Albright’s theory with regard
to his treatment of the archaeological and textual evidence in “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient
Palestine: a Reassessment.” With regard to the archaeological front, Barrick is able to show how Albright, with
respect to the Sinai cemeteries and those located in the Negeb and in southern Arabia, either relied upon obscure
evidence or simplified it by focusing on general features of the sites and then basing his identification of a  ָבּ ָמהon
these general contours (for his overall critique of the archeological facet, see Barrick, “The Funerary Character of

15

current discussion concerning בָּמוֹת. For example, etymology still plays a role in the examination
of the word בָּמוֹת. In addition, there is an attempt to find some sort of textual evidence for the
nature of a  ָבּמָה. But, with Albright, whether in relation to the other two categories, or by itself,
his employment of the archaeological evidence is the most conspicuous aspect of his
presentation.58

Vaughan:  בָּמוֹתas Cultic Platforms
It would also seem fair to say that Vaughan’s work was the next major contribution in this
discussion. Vaughan breaks down his investigation into the three familiar components: The
etymology of the word, the textual evidence, and lastly the archaeological evidence.
Vaughan begins his examination by attempting to determine a possible derivation for  ָבּמָה.
In doing so, he first analyzes the aforementioned Semitic cognates from Ugaritic (bmt) and
‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine: a Reassessment,” 572–79). More strikingly, he is able to demonstrate Albright’s
mishandling of the evidence. For instance, with regard to the Megiddo and Nahariya sites, in addition to the tumuli
east of Jerusalem, Barrick lays out a case that none of these locations provide evidence which requires or even
permits their interpretation as funerary in nature (Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient
Palestine,” 575–78). Hence, Barrick concludes: “Albright has done violence to the archaeological ‘facts’ of these
particular sites by forcing upon them an interpretation which the ‘facts’ themselves, once correctly ascertained, will
not at all support” (Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine,” 579).
Under Barrick’s scrutiny, Albright’s handling of the textual evidence fairs no better. As Barrick rightly
observes, the key textual evidence for Albright is Isa 53:9. Yet, Barrick demonstrates several internal difficulties
with this text which Albright “glosses over” (Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient
Palestine: a Reassessment,” 581). One internal difficult that Albright does not address relates to the scribal
tendencies found in this particular text. As Barrick notes, there is a great deal of uncertainty on the part of the scribes
as to the correct reading of this passage, which is so indicated by the occurrence of many interlinear notations and
other “tamperings” with the “base” text (see Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient
Palestine: a Reassessment,” 580–86 for his detailed examination). Barrick is, likewise, able to demonstrate
Albright’s faulty use of the three other passages (for his overall treatment of Albright’s textual evidence, see
Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine,” 580–88).
One last section deals with Albright’s theory that the phrase  בֵּית־בָּמוֹתrefers to a “temple of stelae,” again by
attacking Albright’s archaeological and exegetical evidence, concluding: “Consequently, there is no evidence,
archaeological or literary, to support the claim that a bāmāh can be a stele. As attractive as it may be, the rendering
“temple of stelae” for  בֵּית־בָּמוֹתand its attendant implications must be discarded” (Barrick, “The Funerary Character
of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine: a Reassessment,” 592; for his overall discussion, see Barrick, “The Funerary
Character of ‘High-Places’ in Ancient Palestine,” 589–92).
58

As noted by Barrick, “This, then, is Albright’s argument, a masterful correlation of a large quantity of
archaeological material and a few biblical passages” (W. Boyd Barrick, “The Funerary Character of ‘High-Places’ in
Ancient Palestine,” 571).
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Akkadian (the singular bamtu and the plural bamâtu). His analysis involves a detailed
examination59 of specific passages where these cognates are found.60
Vaughan first deals with the Ug. bmt. There are seven references where the word bmt
occurs in extant Ugaritic literature. As he notes, it is commonly accepted that the sense of bmt in
these references is that of “back.” Yet, in agreement with M. Held,61 Vaughan takes exception to
this. In his analysis of the textual evidence, he finds two passages which cannot bear the meaning
of the word “back” and hence stipulates that “bmt must have a wider meaning than was
previously supposed.”62 After reviewing the other occurrences of the word, he concludes that
“flank” would be more suitable than “back.” He further notes that this meaning for bmt is

59

More so than is evident in Albright’s work.

60

The following summation will not only provide insight into Vaughan’s work, but also serve as an
introduction to some of the more nuanced factors with respect to the etymological discussion related to  ָבּ ָמה, which
will be dealt with in a subsequent chapter. A more thorough treatment of Vaughan’s etymological examination will
thus be reserved for there.
61

Who, after analyzing and discounting the sense of “back” for bmt, concludes that “the Ugaritic bmt is quite
close in meaning to Akkadian bāmtu. The latter, it should be recalled, originally means ‘sinews of the ribs,’ as is
evident from the logogram SA.TI, and may come to connote the ribs themselves and the middle part of the body as a
whole” (Moshe Held, “Studies in Comparative Semitic Lexicography,” in Studies in Honor of Benno Landsberger
on His 75th Birthday [Chicago: University of Chicago, 1968], 406).
62

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 4. The relevant verses from both passages are very
similar. As to the first, it reads:
yṯlṯ . qn . ḏrʿh[.]

He harrows his upper arms,

yḥrṯ . kgn .ʾap lb .

plows (his) chest like a garden

kʿmq . yṯlṯ bmt

harrows (his) back like a (garden in a) valley.

(CTA 5:6:20-22; for the English translation: COS 1:268).
Vaughan notes the impossibility of bmt here meaning “back” because of the impossibility of the physical
action involved, in that it is impossible to harrow one’s back; in addition, due to the synonymous parallelism
between these vv., the word “chest” would suggest “a synonym such as ‘ribs/sides’” (Vaughan, The Meaning of
‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 4)
The second texts reads much the same as the first, and hence falls under the same reasoning:
… t[ṯlṯ] qn . ḏrʿh

[She harrows] her upper arms,

tḥrt . km . gn ʾap lb

plows (her) chest like a garden

kʿmq . tṯlṯ . bmt

harrows (her) back like a (garden in a) valley.

(CTA 6:1:4–5; for the English translation: COS, 1:268).
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“extraordinarily close to the meaning of Akkadian bamtu,”63 to which he thus turns. According to
CAD, bamtu has the sense of “chest, front of the chest.”64 Yet, as Vaughan observes, although
examples for bamtu are abundant in the extant literature, what precise body part is meant is
difficult to determine. Fortunately help is provided by the Sumerian lexical lists, ḪARra=ḫubullu, which defines the Sumerian word UZU.TI.TI with bamâtu (pl. form of bamtu) as
well as with ṣēlu. ṣēlu offers the more precise designation of “rib, side (part of the human and the
animal body).”65 Hence, as CAD concludes, when the Sumerian equivalents and the Akkadian
references are considered, bamtu connotes the sense of “rib cage, the chest (as front of the human
body) the thorax of an animal.”66
From this, then, Vaughan draws two conclusions: A) bamtu is a general word, which
should not be made too specific;67 B) it corresponds closely to Ug. bmt, and thus could as well be
translated as “flanks.”
The final cognate, which Vaughan analyzes, is the pl. bamâtu.68 In line with CAD’s
definition, Vaughan notes that bamâtu is often, topographically, presented as one part of a threefold division, along with that of “city” and “cultivated land.” It would thus appear that bamâtu
signified the wild, uncultivated land bordering on the cultivated fields, surrounding a city.

63

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 6.

64

CAD, bamtu B. Note, CAD differentiates two senses for bamtu (which it designates as A and B). The first
sense is that of “half, half shares” (CAD, bamtu A s.v. 1).
65

CAD, ṣēlu s.v. 1. Note that ṣēlu also has a directional and architectural nuance as well; but these do not relate
to the anatomical nuance of bamtu.
66

CAD, bamtu B s.v. b 3.

67

In doing so, he critiques CAD’s original sense of “chest, front of the chest” as being too specific (Vaughan,
The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 7).
68

As to its singular root, there are two possibilities. It could be the plural form of bamtu, signifying a different,
non-anatomical sense. This is the preferred classification for von Soden (AHw, bāmtu(m) s.v. 2; note further that he
not differentiate between the singulars as CAD does, as already indicated above). Or it could be a homonym of
bamtu (the plural form). CAD opts for this latter suggestion, while further qualifying it as a plurale tantum (CAD,
bamâtu).
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Vaughan, though, does qualify this further, based upon a review of relevant texts, stipulating that
such uncultivated land could be used as pasture. He further notes, based again on certain texts,
that bamâtu was often the site of military battles. So, based upon these nuances, Vaughan
stipulates that “ẖilly slopes or foot-hills surrounding cities at once suggest themselves” as a
meaning for bamâtu.69
For this reason, Vaughan rejects CAD’s classification of bamâtu as a homonym of bamtu.
Rather, he asserts that the appearance of such topographical features, seeming as “flanks of giant
beasts,” could be viewed as the “rib-cages of the mountains.”70 This topographical extension will
become particularly relevant in Vaughan’s discussion of the Hebrew  ָבּמָה.
Turning to the Hebrew term, Vaughan offers two different senses for  ָבּמָה. These two senses
relate to a cultic and an anatomical usage. The lexical evidence for such a division lies in the two
plural, construct forms found for  בָּמוֹת: ָבּמָהand בָּמוֹתֵ י. With regard to the latter, Vaughan makes
three points concerning the context in which this form is used. First, it is only found in a poetic
context. Secondly, and closely connected, it frequently is found in the expression  ָבּמֳתֵ י א ֶֶרץ.
Lastly, this plural form never occurs in a cultic context.
As with the Akkadian plural bamâtu, Vaughan contends that the primary sense for this
non-cultic usage is anatomical. He points to three passages that more perceptibly evinces this
nuance (Deut 33:29, Job 9:871 and Isa 14:14).72 Still, there are nine passages where an anatomical
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Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 8.

70

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 9.

71

It should be noted that for Vaughan to get such a sense, he must understand  י ָםas referring to the mythical
serpent and not to “sea.” For this, he relies upon Albright’s contention that the mythological allusions in Job should
be read in an Ugaritic context (Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 60 n.32). Whereas not as
suspect as his treatment of Isaiah, this nevertheless seems to weaken Vaughan’s supposition. Still, the use of the
verb ! דַּ ַרallows for the possibility that, even if  י ָםshould be read as “seas,” with the idea that  בָּמוֹתֵ יhere expresses the
notion of “waves,” such still could have an anatomical sense at its root (i.e. “back of the seas”) much like will be
shortly explained with  ָבּ ֳמתֵ י ֶא ֶרץ.
72

Of these three passages, it would seem that Isa forms his weakest reference; especially in light of the effort
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sense is not so clearly present. Whereas, in these nine passages, the usage of  בָּמוֹתֵ יis often
categorized separately from the anatomical sense and defined as “heights,” Vaughan argues
against this on the basis of the continuity the syntagm  עַל$ דָּ ַרwith the prior group of passages
(notably Deut 33 and Job 9).73 Such similarity would indicate that the Hebrew writers were not
thinking of two distinct words but one.
So Vaughan contends the fundamental sense is still anatomical, being understood as
“flanks.” It should be noted that seven of these nine occurrences relate to the “stock poetic
formula”  ָבּמֳתֵ י א ֶֶרץ. The sense of “flanks” for these passages, he asserts, is appropriate because,
on two occasions,74 the accompanying verb and preposition is  ָרכַבand עַל, which would thus be
translated “mount upon.” This, then, would convey the notion of mounting upon the “flanks” of
the earth: “Since rkb ʿl is the common way of speaking of mounting upon a camel, horse, mule,
etc., we must suppose that the mountains are visualized as being steeds for a rider.”75 Vaughan
does indicate that a topographical nuance is implied here, in that these “flanks of the earth” are
mythical mountains on which Yahweh treads. Yet, the topographical nuance is not conveyed by
the word  ָבּמָהitself, but is determined by the context in which it occurs.
There remain two references, both occurring in 2 Sam 1 (vv. 19 and 25), which also do not
he makes to affirm it. Isa 14:14 reads:  ֶא ֱעלֶה עַל־ ָבּ ֲמתֵ י עַב. The RSV renders this as: “I will ascend above the heights of
the clouds.” Vaughan contends, against the RSV, that it “misses the true relationship between Elyon and the
clouds”(Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 10–11). He argues that Yahweh is not “dwelling”
on the clouds, but “riding” upon them. He likens this to two Ugaritic passages, where individuals are placed upon a
donkey’s bmt. These references, which to recall what was stated earlier, make up two of the seven uses of bmt in
Ugaritic literature and are found in CTA 4:4–5:14–15 and CTA 19:55–60.
73

It must be emphasized that he is pointing to the corporate employment of the syntagm  עַל$ דָּ רin both sets of
passages; for, with regard to the individual passages, one finds diversity rather than uniformity in expression.
Whereas Deut and Job utilizes this syntagm, in Isa 14:14, the verb  ָעלָהis employed. On three occasions, the “stock
poetic formula,”  ָבּ ֲמתֵ י ע ֶֶרץdoes utilizes ( דָ ַרך עַלAmos 4:13 and Mic 1:3 as well as in Hab 3:19: note that he considers
the latter passage as well as 2 Sam 22:34/Ps 18:34 as examples of this formula, though all three lack the word ) ֶא ֶרץ.
Yet, as will presently be noted, on two occasions  ָרכַבplus  עַלis used and twice, (actually once, seeing that it is the
same Psalm used in two different locations), it is  ָע ַמדplus ( עַל2 Sam 22:34 and Ps 18:34).
74

Deut 33:2 and Isa 58:14.

75

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 24.
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clearly convey an anatomical sense nor are they used in the stock poetic formula.
Vs. 19 reads:  ָחלָל אֵי' נָפְלוּ,ִבּוֹרים ַה ְצּבִי יִשׂ ְָראֵל עַל־בָּמוֹתֶ י
ִ ג
Vs. 25(b) reads:  ָהלָל$י ְהוֹנָתָ ן עַל־בּמוֹתֶ י.
Vaughan, noting their military context, compares this usage to that of the Akkadian plural
bamâtu and holds the same sense of “hill-sides.”76 In doing so, it would seem for Vaughan, the
primary sense is still related to an anatomical one, from whence a topographical nuance has
developed (as in Akkadian).
Vaughan stipulates one further topographical derivative from the primary anatomical sense.
Vaughan does agree with Albright that  ָבּמָהcan mean “grave-mound.”77 Vaughan, in further
agreement with Albright, does accept the IQIsa.a rendering as opposed to the MT.78 Where he
differs with Albright concerns the means by which he associates the term with the phenomenon.
Albright utilizes the cultic sense to connect the term  ָבּמָהwith burial sites, which Vaughan
disagrees with. For Vaughan, rather than connecting  בָּמוֹתto a burial site through the cultic sense
of the word, he stipulates that such should be connected through the non-cultic sense, specifically
via the derived topographical nuance of the word. That is, he is utilizing what, for him, is the
primary meaning for  ָבּמָה, the anatomical sense of “flank,” with the derivative topographical
nuance of “hill-side” to account for this notion of “grave-mound.” The means by which he
attempts this is via the shape of the grave-mounds. As he explains: “bāmâ is thus a very suitable
word to describe the large stone cairn-a man-made hill-which commonly was heaped over a duggrave.”79
76

As stipulated above, bamâtu often occurs in Akkadian, in descriptions of battle scenes.

77

Of course, he only agrees that this is one such nuance, rather than the primary sense for  ָבּ ָמה.

78

He explains the MT’s rendering as the result of the Massoretes not understanding  ָבּ ָמהas meaning “gravemounds.” Hence, they repointed the text to read ( בְּמ ֹתָ יוVaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 15).
79

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 17.

21

So as  בָּמוֹתֵ יprovides evidence for an anatomical, non-cultic sense for  ָבּמָה, the plural מוֹת ָבּ
would express the cultic sense. Vaughan even postulates “at the time that the consonantal text
was fixed, these two distinct forms were being used to designate two distinct meanings.”80
Further, Vaughan asserts that ( בָּמוֹתas well as  )בָּמוֹתֵ יnever conveys the sense of “height.” It
should further be noted that, just as with the anatomical sense for  ָבּמָה, certain secondary
derivatives developed from the primary cultic sense. Vaughan understands the primary cultic
sense of  ָבּמָהas “cultic platforms.”81 From this primary sense, the secondary nuances of
“sanctuary” and “altar” developed.82
From his analysis, then, of the lexical evidence regarding  ָבּמָהand its Semitic cognates,
Vaughan pictures a semantic development, which also involves an etymological factor.83
Whereas, Vaughan does assert that Albright’s proto-Semitic bahmatu is only conjecture, he
nevertheless holds that there was a primary sense from which not only the Hebrew word
originated, but also the Semitic cognates bamtu, bamâtu, and bmt. This sense is “rib-cage.” Yet,
in view of the variant meanings derived from differing contexts, he contends that the English
word “flank” could serve as an “umbrella” term. Nevertheless, it is evident that for Vaughan, the
80

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 13.

81

This will be examined in greater detail momentarily.

82

Vaughan seems to denote a closer relation between  ָבּ ָמהand altar; especially with respect to the word  ִמז ֵב ַח. At
one place, he stipulates “bāmâ was sometimes used as a synonym for mizbēaḥ” (Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’
in the Old Testament, 33).
83

With regard to the etymological factor, Vaughan, per Albright (see above), subscribes to the same dynamic
development of  ָבּ ָמה, in which two differing forms eventually development ( ָבּ ָמהand )בּוֹ ָמה. Whereas he does allow
for the possibility that such did evolve from the proto-Semitic bahmatu, he notes that “this is only conjecture”
(Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 22). In addition to this internal Hebraic development,
Vaughan further adheres to another notion found in Albright’s work. Albright postulated that the Greek word βωµός
also developed from  ָבּ ָמהvia the Phoenicians (See Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel [Louisville, KY:
Westminster John Knox, 2006], 202 n. 24). Accordingly, the Phoenicians had preserved the alternative spelling בּוֹ ָמה,
which the Greeks subsequently borrowed. Albright further states that the two words share a “near identical cultic
meaning” (See Albright, Archaeology and the Religion of Israel, 202 n. 24). Hence,  בּוֹ ָמהand βωµὀς are both
semantically and phonetically parallel. Vaughan, building on Albright’s theory, further suggests that the cultic sense
of βωµὀς came about as they encountered these cultic platforms in Canaan (Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the
Old Testament, 26).
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anatomical sense is primary.84 From this anatomical sense, a topographical connotation further
developed, both in Hebrew and Akkadian, as witnessed above.
In addition, peculiar only to Hebrew, a cultic sense evolved. Vaughan does postulate a
possible etymological explanation for this cultic development. As already noted, Vaughan holds
that  ָבּמָה, primarily, meant “cultic platform.”85 Vaughan stipulates from the onset that the word
cannot signify “height,” which thus disqualifies the possibility that cultic platforms were thus
referred to as  בָּמוֹתbecause of their elevation. Seeing that the common denominator of height is
disallowed, Vaughan postulates another possibility for how all these differing connotations are
linked. As he asserts: “There seems to be a caesura at this point which can perhaps only be
explained by supposing that the cultic sense was coined (?in Israel) in the context of a particular
cult mythology.”86
As noted above, part of the topographical development for the meaning of  ָבּמָהoccurs
within the “stock poetic formula” א ֶֶרץ ָבּמֳתֵ י. Vaughan posits that this phrase refers to the myth of
Yahweh treading upon the “flanks of the earth.” Hence, Vaughan stipulates that the  בָּמוֹתwere
originally constructed in order to actualize this mythology. Again, shape plays a pivotal role in
Vaughan’s conjectured etymology.87 The myth of Yahweh treading the flanks (which it must be
84

It should be noted that Vaughan also discusses the possibility that  ְבּ ֵה ָמהrelates to  ָבּ ָמה, with  ְבּ ֵה ָמהactually
retaining the original consonantal form. This again relates back to Albright’s work (see Vaughan, The Meaning of
‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 20–22). According to Albright,  ְבּ ֵה ָמהhas preserved the original ה, which was
subsequently lost in בּוֹ ָמה/( ָבּ ָמהsee Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 256).Vaughan leaves open for
question whether  ְבּ ֵה ָמהcontains the original consonantal form or not. Vaughan, does find attractive the notion that
 ְבּ ֵה ָמהis derived from the primary sense of “rib-cage, body, flank.” So, “the sequence of semantic development”
could have been “flank>flank of an animal>animal” (Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 21).
85

Seeing that the cultic meaning occurs only in Hebrew, on the one hand, this disallows any sort of explanation
based upon the broader etymology for the word. Yet, on the other, the development of the word could be viewed as
an internal Hebraic one. In this discussion, it should be noted that for Vaughan all these various connotations must
be linked. That is, a cultic sense of the word cannot have developed independently from the anatomical one, but
must in some way be linked and thus can be explained. The link that Vaughan will assert is based upon the
topographical nuance, but not in any way related to the notion of elevation.
86

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 24.

87

We have seen this with regard to the topographical development for the Akk. bamâtu as well as his
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recalled were mountains) of the earth was symbolized by a raised platforms.
Up to this point, little has been said with regard to Vaughan’s defense for his definition of a
cultic  ָבּמָה. This is so because it is not the etymological evidence that he primarily relies upon but
the textual and archaeological evidence to advance his notion that  בָּמוֹתwere cultic platforms. An
important question, though, to query with regard to Vaughan’s approach concerns what he rests
his case upon. Does Vaughan base his understanding of the cultic connotation on the
archaeological or the textual evidence? Additionally, does he utilize the textual evidence to draw
out the nature of a  ָבּמָהor does he use it to confirm his proposed meaning for  ? ָבּמָהThe
importance of this question for our present inquiry relates to the origin of Vaughan’s theory. As
we have noticed with Albright, much of his funerary cairn theory rests upon the archaeological
evidence, with the textual and etymological evidence seemingly serving more a secondary role.
Vaughan does not situate his cultic platform theory on the etymological evidence. If the
exegetical evidence only serves as confirmation of, rather than as defining the nature of a  ָבּמָה,
then it would seem correct to conclude that he too is focusing on the archaeological evidence. If
this is discerned as the case (as it does seem to be), this will open his theory up to major
criticism.88
Vaughan divides his exegetical analysis into two sections. In the first part, he deals with the
location and construction89 of בָּמוֹת. With respect to location, Vaughan states that usually “bamoth
were situated on high ground.”90 To support this contention, he points to 1 Sam 9:12–25,10:5,13

understanding of  ָבּ ָמהsignifying grave-mounds.
88

Which will be noted presently.
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As for the construction of בָּמוֹת, Vaughan simply notes that the verbs used to describe the construction () ָבּנָה
and their destruction (נָתַ ץ,  אָבַדand  )סוּרindicate that  בָּמוֹתwere man-made.
90

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 29.
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and 1 Kgs 11:791 as well as 2 Kgs 23:16.92 He stipulates that these are not isolated examples
because the “traditional Deuteronomic description” locates these sites ‘on every high hill and
under every green tree.’93 Still, as indicated elsewhere (especially the book of Kings)  בָּמוֹתwere
also located in cities (both in the Northern and Southern kingdoms, including the city of
Jerusalem itself).  בָּמוֹתcould as well be located in valleys, as evinced in Ezek 6:3 and Jer 32:15.
This, in itself, invalidates the sense of “high place” for  ָבּמָהand rather affirms that “bāmôt in this
passage will most certainly refer to an artificially built platform sited in a valley.”94
Next Vaughan deals with the rites performed at בָּמוֹת. He stipulates that six activities are
associated with the  בָּמוֹתphenomena: the burning of incense, sacrificing, the eating of attendant
sacrificial meals, praying, cultic prostitution and child sacrifices. Important for Vaughan’s theory
is his observation that two of these rites, praying and cultic prostitution,95 were performed on, as
opposed, for example, to at, בָּמוֹת. This allows Vaughan to thus assume that  בָּמוֹתwere objects on
which (rather than at which) cultic actions were performed. This is especially so in light of
Vaughan’s concession that, concerning the other rites, the precise location cannot be so
determined. As the typical “Deuteronomic” phrase is  ַבּבָּמוֹת, this could be rendered as either
“upon the  ”בָּמוֹתor “at the בָּמוֹת.” Here though, Vaughan makes a telling statement: “In view of
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In the 1 Samuel 9 and 10 passages, he points to the verbal “going up” and “coming down” for affirmation
that  בָּמוֹתwere located on elevated ground. The underlying Hebrew for these passage is: ( י ַ ֲעלָה ַה ָבּ ָמת9:13); ַלעֲלוֹת ַה ָבּ ָמה
(9:14); ( ַויּ ְֵרדוּ ֵמ ַה ָבּ ָמה9:25); ( י ְֹרדִ ים ֵמ ַה ָבּ ָמה10:5). With regard to the 1 Kgs passage, he notes Solomon’s building בָּמוֹת:
שׁלָם
ָ  ָבּהָר עַל־ ְפּנֵי י ְרוּ.
92

Specifically, he notes the reference to the  ָבּ ָמהat Bethel. Though he concedes that it is not specifically stated
to be located on a mountain, he nevertheless reasons “it is the most natural interpretation of 2 K xxiii 16 where the
‘tombs there on the mount’ are in the immediate vicinity of the bamah” (Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the
Old Testament, 68 n. 4).
93

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 29.
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Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 30. Note the specific passage he is alluding to is the
Jeremiah passage.
95

It should be observed that the link between  בָּמוֹתand cultic prostitution arises from Ezek 16, which Vaughan
stipulates is the most detailed account in the whole of scripture for what takes place in urban בָּמוֹת.
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the archaeological evidence to be discussed in the next chapter, the former sense96 cannot be
ruled out.”97
Assuming that sacrifices were made upon rather than at  בָּמוֹתand, hence, were altars,98 he
further stipulates that one should be able to find evidence in the Biblical text that they were so
regarded. That this is the case is supported by the “manner in which cultic furniture is listed,”99
specifically as found in the book of Kings. In these lists, he observes that  בָּמוֹתare routinely listed
with  ַמצֵבוֹתand שׁ ֲא
ֵ רים,ִ but no mention is made of מִזבְּחוֹת. From this, he concludes, at least from
the perspective of the Deuteronomist, the two terms ( ָבּמָהand  ) ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחare synonymous.100
Vaughan ends this section by offering two conclusions. The first concerns the location of
the rites in relation to בָּמוֹת. It is important to note that at no point can Vaughan actually adduce
exegetical evidence that confirms the notion that sacrifices were offered directly upon (rather
than at) בָּמוֹת. At most, he can argue that two of the six activities he associates with ( בָּמוֹתprayer
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That of “upon.”
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Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 31. This would thus seem to shed some light on the
question of whether Vaughan is basing his view upon the textual or archaeological evidence. At least here, he seems
dependent upon the archaeological evidence.
98

This is a very important turn in Vaughan’s presentation, as well as a problematic element of his reasoning.
After conceding that the  ְבּpreposition could either be translated as “upon” or “at,” he then precedes to stipulate that,
on the assumption that such were upon the בָּמוֹת, “then clearly the bamah was being used as an altar” (Vaughan, The
Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 31), at which point he then looks for textual evidence that they were so
regarded. Yet, although offering textual support for the association between  ִמזבְּחוֹתand בָּמוֹת, he again utilizes the
notion that sacrifices were presented upon the  בָּמוֹתto explain why  מוֹת ָבּwere, sometimes, regarded as  ִמזבְחוֹת. On one
hand, then, Vaughan is demanding of the text more than it allows by focusing much of his argument upon the
assumption that the  ְבּpreposition allows for the notion of “upon,” while no textual support actually affirms such. On
the other hand, he downplays the relationship the text would support, which is some sort of close association
between  ִמזְבְחוֹתand  בָּמוֹתby not allowing it to stand independent of the former notion. Of course, the last point is
necessary for Vaughan’s theory that “altars” was a secondary derivation, rather than having anything to do with the
primary sense for ( בָּמוֹתnote, in his summation, he only allows for the synonymous relation of the two words
“sometimes;” Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 33).
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Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 31.
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For further support of this contention, he adduces two references: 1 Kgs 3:4 and 2 Kgs 23:15. With regard
to the latter, he contends that  ָבּ ָמהhere occurs in apposition to  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. In 1 Kgs, he stipulates that “( ַה ִמּז ְ ֵבּ ַח הַהוּאthat
altar”) “seems to suppose a previous mention of the altar, which is not (overtly) the case” (Vaughan, The Meaning of
‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 33). Yet, by taking  ַה ָבּ ָמה ַהגְּדוֹלָהas “chief altar,” this then provides an antecedent and
alleviates any apparent difficulty.
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and cultic prostitution) do have textual support for the notion that they were performed “upon”
rather than “at” בָּמוֹת. Yet, the most he can suggest for sacrifices is that the phrase  ְבּבָּמוֹתallows
for the possibility that such took place “upon” בָּמוֹת. Hence, all he can offer from his examination
is that the Biblical text “contains a number of indications which suggest…that sometimes
(possibly normally) sacrifices were offered directly upon a bamah…”101 He then states that it is
the archaeological evidence which will confirm this notion. So, at least on this point, Vaughan is
utilizing the textual evidence as a secondary source in support of his contention that  בָּמוֹתwere
places upon which sacrifices were made, with the primary means being the archaeological
evidence.
Whereas Vaughan began his analysis in this section by focusing on the rites performed on
בָּמוֹת, the majority of his work is spent attempting to link  בָּמוֹתwith  ִמזְבְחוֹת, so as to be able to
stipulate, as his second conclusion, that the terms are sometimes synonymous. As the
archaeological evidence supports his first conclusion, Vaughan utilizes the textual evidence from
the LXX for support here. In doing so, Vaughan appeals to the etymology of βωµὀς to validate
the / ִמזְבּוֹת ִמזְבְּחוֹתassertion.102
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Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 33. By stipulating a “number of indications”
Vaughan would thus appear to be appealing to the overall affect of his presentation; that is taking into consideration
that prayer and cultic prostitution were performed upon בָּמוֹת, that  ַבּבָּמוֹתallows for the possibility that sacrifices were
made “upon”  בָּמוֹתand the relation of  מוֹת ָבּto  ִמזבְחוֹת. Still, even with this accumulation, Vaughan still can only
suggest the possibility of sacrifices being made upon  בָּמוֹתand he, thus, still depends upon the archaeological
evidence to confirm such.
102

In seven instances, the LXX translates the word  ָבּ ָמהwith βωµὀς, all of which occur in the Prophetic
literature. Vaughan traces the etymology of βωµὀς back to its primary sense of “raised platform.” It indeed, from the
time of Homer on, became the word commonly used “to designate the object upon which one offered sacrifices”
(Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 34). Yet, Vaughan further qualifies this by stipulating it
could, at times, be the platform on which the altar stood. In addition, there are references that describe the
worshippers as sitting upon βωµὀς. On this basis, then, Vaughan describes these particular types of βωµὀς as “a low
platform, large enough to accommodate several people” (Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament,
34). This, then, allows Vaughan to stipulate that the basic idea behind βωµὀς is not cultic but is “of any object of a
particular shape (oblong) which had a particular function (serving as base or plinth to something)” (Vaughan, The
Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 34). So Vaughan has enlarged the meaning of βωµὀς so as to maintain
that the notion of “platform,” even in a cultic setting, is inherent to the word. This further allows him to then suggest
that the LXX translators, on these seven occasions, used βωµὀς for  ָמה ָבּbecause they recognized such as cultic
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This then is Vaughan’s exegetical evidence for the nature of בָּמוֹת. On closer examination,
three observations become apparent. First, apart from the varied locations for  בָּמוֹתand their
being man-made, the most that Vaughan’s exegesis asserts is that there is some sort of close
relationship between  בָּמוֹתand  ִמזְבְחוֹת. Yet, secondly, there is no exegetical support for the notion
of a “cultic platform.” The closest he gets to this, textually, is the evidence he adduces from the
LXX’s use of βωµὀς for  ָבּמָהon seven occasions, by a procedure which is rather dubious.103 The
nearest, from his exegesis of the Hebrew Scriptures, that one could come to the notion of  בָּמוֹתas
cultic platforms is a presupposed relationship between altars and such platforms. Yet, such a
notion does not itself arise from the text, but must be brought to the text. Hence, thirdly, it seems
likely, then, that Vaughan has approached the text with a pre-conceived idea of what he is
looking for. That the textual and etymological evidence affords no notion of “cultic platform” for
 ָבּמָהleaves only the archaeological evidence. So, in turning to Vaughan’s treatment of the
archaeological evidence, which is his final section, one looks specifically for support for the
classification of  בָּמוֹתas cultic platforms.
In his analysis of the archaeological evidence, Vaughan seeks to clarify the nature of בָּמוֹת
by reviewing the various cultic sites where man-made platforms have been discovered.104 In
doing so, he classifies these platforms into two categories, Type 1105 and Type 2,106 based upon

platforms or altars. Vaughan finds confirmation for this in the fact that the LXX’s translators used βωµὀς to translate
 ִמזְ ֵב ַחon twenty occasions. Such are always references to pagan, rather than Yahwistic, altars. Hence, he concludes
by stipulating that the LXX understand  בָּמוֹתas pagan altars, which were synonyms with  ִמזבְּחוֹת.
103

Dubious because: a) It is assuming that the later Greek translators understood what this term signified, an
assumption without evidence; b) It is based on only seven passages; even as Vaughan himself notes, the usual word
to translate  ָבּ ָמהis ὑψηλόν. As observed by Barrick, the decision of the translators could very well have been on the
phonological similarity (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament” 203); c) it is also seem somewhat
arbitrary to describe a βωµὀς based upon the notion that worshippers sat upon them.
104

Note that he differentiates between naturally occurring platforms and man-made based on the textual
evidence that suggest  בָּמוֹתwere such.
105

The Type 1  בָּמוֹתthat he identifies as such are: Nahriya, Megiddo (Stratum 17–16), En-Gedi (with some
reservation), Tell Arad (Stratum 12; tentatively), Western Tumuli (Albright’s Malḥah site). Type 1 platforms are
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certain shared features. Hence, Type 1 were tall, cone-shaped platforms. These were the older of
the two. Type 2 were low and oblong-shaped, which could hold an altar.
What is missing in his discussion, though, is any defense or explanation as to why these
particular platforms should be labeled בָּמוֹת. So, for instance, he stipulates that, with regard to the
cultic site at Nahariya, it was the “first and most certainly identified bamah.”107 Yet, one finds no
defense for this statement, let alone why such should even be regarded as a  ָבּמָה. The only debate
one finds with Vaughan is whether a particular structure should or should not be considered a
platform, not why such a platform should be considered a  ָבּמָה.108
The above analysis, especially his treatment of the textual and archaeological evidence,
would thus seem to affirm the criticism voiced by Barrick:
Vaughan’s conclusions are heavily influenced by recent archaeological discoveries in
the Levant. A number of platform-like structures have come to light over the years
and are in need of interpretation … A reliance upon archaeological materials is
characteristic of 20th-century speculation about the bamah phenomenon. Too often,
however, the relevance of these artifacts is presupposed rather than demonstrated, and
the burden of proof for a particular understanding of the bamah phenomenon is
shifted (as in Vaughan’s case) from the texts to the artifacts.109

characterized by: being man-made structures built of loose field-stone; being round and tapering towards the top
(which thus gives them an appearance of a “truncated cone”); reaching the top via a flight of stairs; the platforms
being placed in a walled enclosure; being open to the sky; being situated on high ground (both in the urban and rural
settings); appearing to have been used as an altar; lacking evidence of burials (against Albright); the site continuing
to function as a sacred spot over several centuries (for his discussion of Type 1, see Vaughan, The Meaning of
‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 40–45).
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The Type 2  בָּמוֹתthat he identifies are: Hazor (Thirteenth century BC); 2 from Tell Arad (the first, 29002700 BC; the second, tenth century BC), Tel Dan (mid-ninetenth century BC) and Shechem (1800 BC; tentatively).
Vaughan postulates for the Type 2  בָּמוֹתthe following characteristics: possibly being constructed either of stone or
brick, with a certain amount of concern for the curb edges; being rectangular or square, being one or more steps
above the ground; possibly being up to 18m. long and 1.5m. high; being found in elaborate temples; the platform
itself opening to the sky; being used as altars (for his discussion of Type 2, see Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in
the Old Testament, 46–54).
107

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘Bāmâ’ in the Old Testament, 40.
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Hence, he shows some reluctance to acquiesce to the archaeologists labeling of the En-Gedi and Arad
(Stratum 12) sites as בָּמוֹת.
109

Barrick, ABD, 3:197. Fowler makes a similar criticism: “The influence that archaeological discoveries have
had upon studies of bāmâ is considerable, yet caution needs to be exercised here. Elevated platforms/shrines/cairns
will continue to be identified as bāmôṯ by scholars who see bāmôṯ as elevated platforms/shrines/cairns” (Fowler,
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The fundamental flaw in Vaughan’s approach is methodological. As Barrick further
observes, the only evidence for the existence of some sort of cultic phenomenon termed  ָבּמָהin
Ancient Israel is the textual evidence from the Hebrew Scriptures.110 Hence, for an archaeological
finding to be labeled as such “there must be a demonstrable correspondence between that
‘subhistorical’ artifact and these written descriptions.”111 So, in effect, Vaughan has reversed the
process and, in so doing, illustrates two major problems with placing the primacy on the
archaeological evidence: arbitrariness of the association and the circularity of the investigation.
So with Vaughan, the primary meaning would be that of a cultic platform, with “altar” and
“shrine” being secondary. As the discussion developed, though, what for Vaughan was a
secondary sense, “shrine,” became for later scholars the primary sense, but with diverse
opinions. Additionally, one notices a change of methodology. Just as the work of both Albright
and Vaughan evinces a change from an etymological focus to that of an archaeological,112 there is
a notable change in the subsequent scholars, in that they begin to focus more on the textual
evidence.

“The Israelite Bāmâ: A Question of Interpretation,” ZAW [1982]: 213). Note that both Albright and Vaughan are so
identified.
110

There is one additional reference outside of the Hebrew Scriptures that speak of a cultic  ָבּ ָמה. This is the
Mesha stele, which uses the term twice (once possibly as a place-name). Still, this only more validates the need to,
first, designate the nature of a  בָּמוֹתfrom the textual evidence rather than the archaeological evidence, seeing that, yet
again, the only reference we have is from a text.
111

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 17.
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Methodologically, we see a similar approach between Vaughan and Albright. Both utilize the textual and
etymological evidence, but it is primarily the archaeological evidence they rely upon to define the nature of a  ָבּ ָמה.
Still, in the prior two areas, Vaughan exhibits greater skill in dealing with this evidence than does Albright. With
regard to the etymological evidence, whereas Albright attempts to link the cultic sense of the term within the broader
Semitic language, Vaughan denies that such can be the case. He also demonstrates a greater deftness in handling the
exegetical evidence, if for no other reason than in dealing with more than four texts (and those not being as
questionable).
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Textual Focus
Barrick:  בָּמוֹתas Architecturally Sophisticated Sanctuaries
The next major work, and that which seems most influential in current scholarship, is that
of Boyd Barrick. As opposed to earlier theories, Barrick describes  בָּמוֹתas sanctuaries which
were “man-made installations of urban provenance, and without a noticeable location preference
for high ground.”113 Although further stipulating that a few texts do point to their placement on
mountainous regions, he further qualifies this by noting that: a) such should be expected
considering the terrain of Palestine; b) these texts do not provide sufficient reason to affirm that
this was the general practice. Additionally, such texts do not justify theorizing an “internal
evolutionary development of the bamah phenomenon to explain, ex hyposthesi, why some
bamoth-virtually all of them, to judge from our source material-were not built on hills.”114 These
urban sanctuaries, further, were “of architectural sophistication,” going so far as to term them as
installations of “temple status.”115 Note, though, that this description relates specifically to a
cultic sense for  ָבּמָה.
As evident in the work of Vaughan,  ָבּמָהhas both a cultic and a non-cultic sense. Barrick
greatly enriches upon this non-cultic or, as he refers to it, “secular” nuance. As a secular word,
Barrick notes that it is little used and when it is, it is employed in “archaic or archaizing
poetry.”116 This last observation lends itself to the conclusion that the secular utilization may
have had a “relatively narrow socio-linguistic Sitz im Leben,”117 which was not a part of the
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 10–11.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 11. In making this statements, he points to the BDB’s
definition for  ָבּ ָמהas an example of such.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 374–75.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 204.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 204.
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popular vocabulary.
As with Vaughan, he too observes a possible connection between this secular sense and the
Akkadian and Ugaritic cognates. Based on this, he stipulates that the secular Hebrew  ָבּמָהmay
also convey an anatomical or topographical nuance.Yet, similar to Vaughan,118 Barrick argues for
an original anatomical sense for  ָבּמָה. To arrive as this conclusion, he reviews the various
passages where a secular connotation is found. So, for instance, Deut 33:29 exhibits a clear
anatomical sense.119
He also advocates for an anatomical understanding of the phrase  בָּמוֹתֶ י א ֶֶרץby utilizing the
broader ANE mythical context. After examining its use in Mic 1:3 and Amos 4:13, he stipulates
that  ָבּמֳתֵ י א ֶֶרץbelongs to the “international imagery of the storm-god motif.”120 Further, the phrase
refers to the notion of “mythological mountains” associated with Yahweh’s theophany,121 with
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While, agreeing with Vaughan, he rejects the means by which he arrives at this conclusion, in that
Vaughan’s method is an example of Barr’s root fallacy. At first glance, Vaughan appears to avoid this error by
rejecting the inherent notion of “highness” for  ָבּ ָמה. Yet, what he does is to exchange the concept of highness with
the notion of shape. We have seen this with regard to his defining a  ָבּ ָמהas a grave-mound and with respect to his
etymological theory as to the internal Hebraic development of the cult word from the mythical representation of
Yahweh treading upon the  ֶא ֶרץ ָבּ ֳמתֵ י. As Barrick observes, “For Vaughan the consistent semantic factor is the hilllike shape of the objects to which BMH refers…” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 15). Thus, just
as the earlier efforts utilized the sense of “highness,” Vaughan utilizes the notion of shape.
119

Additionally, he adduces Job 9:8 for another example. In order to arrive at the sense of “back,” similar to
Vaughan, he argues that the word  י ָםrefers to the sea dragon Yamm. To establish this, Barrick points to parallels in
both Ugaritic and Mesopotamian mythologies, which speak of Baal’s victory over Yamm (Ugaritic) or the seamonster Tiamat (Mesopotamian’s Enuma Elish). Additionally, he notes other places in the Hebrew Scriptures which
allude to “primordial battle between a warrior deity and a monstrous aquatic enemy,” which are named Rahab,
Leviathan and the “tannin” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 213). He explains the last word by
stating that while Leviathan and Rahab are proper names, tannin is a generic word for monster (Barrick, “The Word
BMH in the Old Testament,” 213 n.1). Additionally, such mythological features also are linked to the theme of
creation, which is also found in Job 9:9, as well as with the reference in v.8a of Yahweh stretching out the heavens,
which further relates to the notion of cosmic kingship (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 217–20).
Hence, the picture is of Yahweh, the conqueror, creator and cosmic king, having defeated his foe Yamm, standing
on the back of the sea dragon, a triumphant pose (for his treatment of this text and his broader analysis, see Barrick,
“The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 210–20). In addition to these two biblical passages, he also points to two
post-biblical text, the War Scroll (1QM 12:10) and Sir. 9:2, for other examples (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the
Old Testament,” 208–10).
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 268.
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An event accompanied “by smoke, fire, darkness, atmospheric disturbances (thunder, lightning), and
terrestrial disruption-especially earthquakes” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 224).

32

his treading upon such indicating he has gained cosmic victory and sovereignty. He moreover
observes, that, because the exact equivalence of the phrase is found in the broader ANE mythical
context,122 it could not have been coined in Israel but they “inherited it intact from the indigenous
mythological vocabulary of Canaan in the late second millennium.”123 Yet, even here,  בָּמוֹתֵ יlikely
has an underlying anatomical sense because, in the broader ANE milieu, these “mountains” are
often portrayed anthropomorphically.124
122

Specifically in Ugaritic.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 268.
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To make this connection, he first points to the rock wall carvings at Yazilikayah (Located near the ancient
Hittite capital of Boghazköy). In this carving, sixty-six gods are pictured in two columns, with the chief god
(Teshub) and goddess (Hepat) facing each other at the head of the columns. Teshub, who is a storm-god, is further
portrayed in a treading/striding pose “upon the humped backs of two small figures.” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in
the Old Testament,” 238). Their attire leads Barrick to the interpretation that these human figures are personified
mountains; specifically he notes that their headgear are “peaked caps” and their robes are “long ‘scale’-covered
robes” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 238). This sort of portrayal is also found in Ugarit and
Anatolia, the former on imprints of seals, with the latter being found on a stele and a rock relief (at Ṣimṣek Kayasi).
He adduces further support for the anatomical nuance for  בָּמוֹתֵ יfrom Ugaritic literature, specially the phrase: qdm ym
. bmt. ʾa[rṣ]. tṭṭn (CTA 7:34), which is translated: “East and west, earth’s high places reel.” (“Ugaritic Myths and
Epics,” translated by H.L. Ginsberg (ANET, 106)). The Ugaritic passage describes the result of Baal’s uttering his
voice: the earth “reels,” or, as Barrick translates, “wobbles” (see CTA 7:29–31). The verb, NṬṬ, as Barrick
contends, is “an action associated with the human body as a sign of physical weakness or discomfiture…”( Barrick,
“The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 244). This being the case, the use of NṬṬ would then suggest that bmt
ʾareṣ is anthropomorphic in nature and thus that bmt carries an anatomical nuance. This, in turn, would lend support
to an anatomical sense for its Hebrew equivalent.
In his examination of Hab 3:19, 2 Sam 22:24 (Ps. 18:34) and Isa 14:14, which also utilizes the secular sense of
 ָבּ ָמה, he again argues for an anatomical connotation. With regard to  בָּמוֹתַ יin the first two passages, he, as before,
utilizes the broader ANE context to make his case. With respect to 2 Sam 22, he contends for a close association
between the Davidic king and Yahweh, stipulating that the statement that Yahweh caused the king to stand upon the
 בָּמוֹתindicates his quasi-divine status. Further, utilizing Hittite and Ugaritic parallels, Barrick argues that this image
of the king striding or standing upon a mountain “is an international artistic convention wholly consistent with the
alpine iconography associated with the Storm-God” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 257). Hence,
such a representation of the king corresponds to Yahweh’s and so symbolizes “the confluence of cosmic and earthly
kingship in Israelite thinking” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 257). Barrick has to utilize the
setting or genre of the Hab. passage to get at a similar point. Noting that the genre is that a “liturgical piece,” he
further stipulates that the prophet is a cult-prophet who represents the king before God (Barrick, “The Word BMH in
the Old Testament,” 258). As such, the image, which is applied to him (that of treading upon the )בָּמוֹתַ י, is applied to
him as the king’s representative and so indirectly to the king (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,”
258–59). In both cases, then, they are still trading in the same mythical market for the phrase  ָבּ ֳמתֵ ֶא ֶרץby which they י
are referring to the same mythic locale. So, then, “it is reasonable to suppose that the semantic content of BMH in
these phrases will not be too dissimilar” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 260; for his broader
discussion of these verses, see Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 247–61).

33

Hence, he concludes that eleven of the seventeen of the Biblical and post-Biblical
references to a secular  ָבּמָהhave a strong anatomical sense. That does leave six which do not.
Nevertheless, in four of the six, he still opts for an anatomical reference. So, for instance, he
avers that the phrase  א ֶֶרץ ָבּמֳתֵ יas utilized in Deu 32:13, although context precludes a mythical
interpretation, still evinces “an undeniable mythic dimension.”125 That is, unlike the passages
found in Micah and Amos, there is a real-to-life referent that is being figuratively (rather than
mythically) presented here, which is the possession of the land of Palestine. Hence, the only
reason that it cannot be purely mythical is because it conveys a real historical happening.126
Nevertheless, the phrase still has mythological import, which, again, relates to the storm-god
motif. In this case, though, rather than being related to Yahweh, it is being conveyed to the
nation of Israel.127
Barrick also postulates a possible etymological development for the secular sense. To do
this, he first notes that there are six instances of the plural construct form for the secular usage in
the MT, in which two different spellings (the full spelling  ָבּמָותֵ י, and the defective spelling ) ָבּמֳתֵ י
As for Isa 14:14, he again utilizes the storm-god motif, especially as it relates to Baal. To do this, he accepts
the scholarly consensus that behind this verse stands a myth of the fall of a divine being and contends that the closest
parallel is the Ugaritic account of “Aṯtar the Terrible” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 262). In
this story, Aṯtar attempts to overthrow Baal (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 262–63). Noting that
the “dominant epithet” for Baal was ʿrpt, “Cloud-Rider,” this pretender to the throne would have attempted to
emulate his cloud-riding ability (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 263–64). He makes the
connection between the figure of v. 14 and this Baal myth on the basis of the verb רכַב,ָ which has the sense of “to go
up upon, to mount.” Hence, the figure of v. 14 is presented as “positioned upon a cloud as one would sit upon an
animal or stand in a chariot” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 264). In this case, the cloud then is a
vehicle upon which the figure rides, a vehicle that “was perceived zoomorphically” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in
the Old Testament,” 265).
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He refers to this as the historification (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 273) of the phrase
and states that the two other texts where it is found, Isa 58:14 and the post-biblical occurrence in Sir 46:9, continues
this process (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 273–74). With this last reference, though, the
mythological dimension is nearly, if not completely absent seeing that “the transition from mythological allusion to
neutral figurative language is complete…” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 274). His fourth
reference, IQIsaa 53:8, with ( בּוֹ ָמהwhich it is to be recalled is the alternative spelling for ) ָבּ ָמה, he further asserts
evinces an anatomical sense, connoting the nuance of “body.”
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Much like 2 Sam 22:34 conveys the notion to the Davidic King (see above).
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occur.128 The Massoretes vocalized the fuller spelling according to  ָבּמֳתֵ י. While it is the tendency
of scholars to disregard the Massoretes vocalization, Barrick does not on the basis of 1QIsaa’s
independent corroboration in 14:14 and 58:14.129 Barrick observes that  ָבּמֳתֵ יwould thus indicate
 ָבּמֳתִ יםas the plural absolute form, with the singular absolute then being בּמת. Rejecting the
assumption that this an example of a second pleonastic plural termination,130 in which only one
word,  ָבּמָה, is meant for both the cultic and secular sense, he avers that the Hebrew texts actually
indicates the presence of two, distinct terms; the cultic lexeme  ָבּמָהand the secular lexeme בֹּמֶת.
He further compares  בֹּמֶתwith other such formations such as ְשׁקָד
ֵ  י, תָּ ֲאמֵי,אָ ֲהלֵי, and ְשׁחָד
ֵ י. On
this basis, then, he asserts that  בֹּמֶתis a qotl segolate noun, which would thus have originated
from the proto-Semitic noun bumt.131 bumt would ultimately then have been derived from b(w)m,
which he likens to the earlier efforts to assert the verb  בּוּםas the root for  ָבּמָה.132 This would also
serve as the root for the Ugaritic bmt and the Akkadian bamtu.133
Other than his results, the most notable difference between Barrick and Albright as well as
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With regard to the fuller spelling: Deut 32:13, Isa 58:14 and Mic 1:3; with regard to the defective spelling:
Isa 14:14, Amos 4:13 and Job 9:8.
129

Note the basis for this is the tendency of 1QIsa to have two different spellings for cultic and non-cultic
sense. For the cultic sense, the Scroll has  ָבּ ָמה. For the secular sense, it has ( בּוֹ ָמהor  בּוֹ ֳמתֵ יfor the pl. construct). In the
two passages, whereas the MT has the two different spellings, 1QIsa only has the one non-cultic spelling, which is
בּוֹ ֲמתֶ י, thus supporting the vocalization of the MT.
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Recalling the above discussion, the plural form for  ָבּ ָמהis בָּמוֹת. Yet, as explained by Gesenius,  בָּמוֹתֵ יwould
be an example of the second pleonastic plural termination. (GKC §87)
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 389.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 390.
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While allowing for the possibility that the cultic sense could also have derived from b(w)m, he observes that
such semantically is not useful because the root-meaning for b(w)m can only be hypothesized based upon the
meaning from the two derivations. Yet, “there is nothing in the biblical usage of the “cultic” term to indicate why a
bamah was so-called” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 391). Additionally, he asserts the
possibility that  ְב ֵה ַמהand the Ug. bhmt (both signifying the notion of an animal) could as well be a part of the
etymological family (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 390). Also, he notes that the Akkadian
bamtu does present a special challenge because the initial vowel cannot have derived from bumt (seeing that it is an
“a” vowel). Yet, he explains that the difference could be due to the “result of independent East- and West-Semitic
derivations (*bamt and *bumt, respectively) from a common source *B(W)M” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the
Old Testament,” 391).
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Vaughan (and the earlier efforts) is his methodology. The work of James Barr has played an
influential role in Barrick’s approach. As already noted, this is apparent in his appeals to Barr’s
root fallacy in critiquing other approaches. Yet, in addition, Barrick further highlights Barr’s
approach to defining a word: “a word has its meaning only in its own language at its own time
and in relations of proximity and opposition to other words in that same language at that same
time.”134 Hence, in contrast to the older approaches, which took a more etymological route, as
well as those who focused on the archaeological evidence, Barrick assays the question, first and
foremost, from a textual/exegetical purview. On this basis, Barrick’s work is characterized by an
investigation of particular syntactical constructions related to  ָבּמָהand exegesis of passages where
the word is present.
With regard to the former point, Barrick focuses on verbal syntagms. The basis for this
approach is the observance that a particular syntactical construction conveys a particular
meaning, which is deduced from certain passage, where the sense for that construction is evident.
From this, then, the range of meaning for that syntactical construction, when found elsewhere,
especially in passages where the meaning is obscure, is limited by these clearer usages. Hence,
with respect to  ָבמָהand particular sytagms, he concludes: “The syntactical combinations to be
discussed are not unique to these passages; their semantic content elsewhere is straightforward
enough, and it is reasonable to assume that this content will be present in the BMH passages as
well.”135
The syntagms he analyzes involve the verbs  ָעלָה, בוֹאand רכַב,ָ as well as the  ְבּpreposition.
As to the verbs, they relate to the notion of movement or travel with respect to a  ָבּמָה. For
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James Barr, “The Ancient Semitic Languages: The Conflict between Philology and Linguistics,” ˆTPS,
(1968), 55.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 43.
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example, does  בּוֹאindicate movement “to” a  ָבּמָהor movement “into” a  ? ָבּמָהIn this examination,
he deals with  בּוֹאin constructions with the accusative alone and in constructions with the
preposition ( ל ַעby which a common noun is subordinated). In doing so, he is able to arrive at the
conclusion that  בּוֹאplus the accusative signifies movement into a site. In contrast,  בּוֹאwith עַל
indicates movement to a site. Hence, he observes: “If there is a semantic distinction between
BWʾ + Ø136 and BWʾ + ʾL, therefore, we may expect it to hinge upon the question of entry.”137 In
like manner, he reviews  ָעלָהand רכַב,ָ 138 after which, he draws two conclusions from the analysis
of these syntagms regarding the cultic nuance of  ָבּמָה. The first is that  בָּמוֹתwere installations that
could be entered into. Secondly, they were often located in such a way that one had to go up to or
come down from them.139
As to the  ְבּpreposition, unlike Vaughan, Barrick is able to distinguish whether the idea
being conveyed regards “at” or “upon” the  ָבּמָה. The two verbs utilized with regard to sacrificial
worship at  בָּמוֹתare  זָבַחand  ָקטַר. As Barrick demonstrates, when the notion of superimposition is
involved with these verbs, the preposition routinely used is  ְל. When the  ְבּproposition is used
“superimposition is precluded both by the context and by the nature of the objects mentioned.” 140
So, then, the notion that sacrifices were made directly upon  בָּמוֹתis to be rejected.
136

His sign for the accusative.

137

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 52.
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Note that  בּוֹאand  ָעלָהattend more to the cultic sense of  ; ָבּ ָמהwhereas  ָרכַבis found with the secular sense
(Deut 32:13 and Isa 58:14). He notes that ( ָרכַבin the hiphil) with  עַלsignifies vertical movement, in the sense of
mounting an object, “usually as a prelude to horizontal movement…” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old
Testament,” 71). With regard to  ָעלָה, he stipulates that the verb can signify movement “up toward a destination
spatially higher than the traveller’s starting point” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 57), or upward
movement, with the traveler ultimately “located upon his destination” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old
Testament,” 57). Barrick demonstrates that the likely meaning with  ָבּ ָמהis the first. Again, he does this by testing the
usage of the verb with the accusative (in both the qal and hiphil stem), the directive he and the proposition עַל. It is
only with this last category that superimposition is intended (for his broader discussion of the verb  ָעלָה, see Barrick,
“The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 57–68).
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Hence,  י ַָרדis also used with  ָבּ ָמה.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament” 82.
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With regard to Barrick’s examination of relevant passages where the term is found, we
have already witnessed his approach in the review of his definition for the secular use of  ָבּמָה. In
pursuing the same agenda for the cultic nuance, he divides his material into four sections. First,
he treats the references found in 1 Sam 9 and 10. Then he deals with the  בָּמוֹתphenomena in the
northern kingdom, followed by an analysis of the phenomena in the southern kingdom.141 Finally,
he analyzes the  בָּמוֹתof Moab.142
Greater examination of this vast amount of material must wait for the appropriate section
below. Nevertheless, certain items of his work need to be pointed out. For one, Barrick observes
that, with respect to the nineteen references to northern kingdom’s בָּמוֹת, most are located in
passages that reflect a southern bias, further stipulating that “for the most part they belong to the
“Josianic” stratum of 1–2 Kings.”143 He asserts that such references can be compared with the
“independent” testimony of Amos and Hosea, whose allusions to the northern  בָּמוֹתoccurred in
the earlier reign of Jeroboam II.144
Secondly, Barrick finds strong evidence, especially in the material related to the northern
kingdom, that  בָּמוֹתwere architecturally complex facilities. So, for instance, in Amos’s
description of the Bethel ( ָבּמָהAmos 9:1), the prophet makes mention of an מִז ֵב ַח, (“altar”), ִספִּים
(“thresholds”), and “( ַכּפְתּוֹרcapitals”) suggesting “a complex of some complexity and
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His treatment of the northern and southern kingdoms’  בָּמוֹתis further sub-divided into either topical,
geographical or textual categories. So, with respect to the topical, for example, he deals with the priests who
serviced the northern kingdom’s בָּמוֹת. Geographically, he treats the  בָּמוֹתthat are associated with the cities of the
north and south, as well as specific references to particular places (Bethel, Gibeon, those east of Jerusalem and
located in the gate-complex of Jerusalem as well as those found in the Ben-Hinnom valley). As for the textual
category, here he examines Amos 7:9 and Hos 10:8, which refer to the northern kingdoms’ בָּמוֹת
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Here he focuses on the reference to  ָבּ ָמהin the Mesha Inscription and Isa 15:3, 16:12.
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architectural sophistication.”145 He again points to Amos for further support of the architectural
sophistication of בָּמוֹת. In 7:9, Amos utilizes the term  בָּמוֹתin parallel fashion with the term  ִמקְדָּ ֽשׁ.
Barrick stipulates that “in Biblical Hebrew miqdāš signifies a sanctuary building or architectural
complex, usually a temple, and is thus a synonym of bayit, “(temple-)house.”146 On the basis of
such evidence, Barrick postulates that the uniform evidence of the texts seem to indicate that
 בָּמוֹתwere “an installation of temple status…”147
Thirdly, in addition to being complex sanctuaries, he further characterizes them as urban
rather than rural sites located upon hills or elevated spots. One of, if not the chief texts, which
supports the more rustic hill-top shrine interpretation for בָּמוֹis Ezek 20:28 –ת29. Barrick
concedes that the author of this text meant to indicate a “hill-top cult place.”148 Yet, he discredits
this description as having any historical worth by noting that most commentators regard it as an
interpolation. He, himself, characterizes it as a “midrashic explanation” of  בָּמוֹתby an author who
was not acquainted with such.
Finally, special notice needs to be given to Barrick’s treatment of 1 Sam because of the
priority he himself places upon this passage. For Barrick, 1 Sam is the most “detailed picture of
the bamah phenomenon”149 in the Hebrew Scriptures. Not only is it the most detailed, it also, as
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 307.

146

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 316. Two further elements of Barrick’s work lend
themselves to the notion of  בָּמוֹתbeing architecturally complex facilities. One is the association of a שׁ ִל
ְ  כָּהwith the
 ָבּ ָמהof 1 Sam 9. Barrick avers that there is such close association in vv. 22–25 that either the words are synonymous
or that שׁ ִל
ְ  כָּהwas a part of a larger  בָּמוֹתfacility. After a survey of the word’s usage in other texts, he concludes that a
structure was designated as a שׁ ִל
ְ  כָּהbecause of its association with a temple-complex, in which case, it served a
variety of functions. Hence, that the  בָּמוֹתof 1 Sam. is associated with such a structure would thus, according to
Barrick’s analysis, signify that it too was akin to a temple-complex. He also points to the reference of a  ָבּ ָמהat
Gibeon, from whence Solomon received his nocturnal vision, while sleeping. This, Barrick asserts, would imply
some sort of building where Solomon could sleep.
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opposed to the hostile account found in Kings, presents a neutral depiction.
First Samuel 9 and 10 actually presents two different בָּמוֹת, one located, it is believed, at
Ramah, with the text identifying the other as Gibeath-Elohim, or Gibeah. After an examination
of these two chapters, Barrick draws out certain conclusions. First, the  בָּמוֹתof these chapters are
located within an urban setting (that is, they are located within the cities as opposed to a more
rural setting). Secondly, as mentioned above, the combination of שׁ ִל
ְ  כָּהwith  ָבּמָהdenotes an
installation of some architectural complexity. Thirdly, there is some indication of the cultic
activity that takes places at a  ָבּמָהin 9:12–13, with the mention of sacrificing (here the Hebrew
word used is  )זָבַחand eating. Noting that such combinations occur elsewhere in the Scriptures
and, that in those passages, one is “summoned” to such cultic events, he is able to further connect
this cultic activity to 1 Sam 20:6, 29, where David’s brother commands him ( ) ָצוָהto attend the
yearly שׁ ִמ זֶבַח
ְ ( ָפּחָהwhich he translates as “clan sacrifice”), by asserting that this notion of being
summoned underlies the command. On this basis, he likens the cultic activity of 1 Sam 9 to this
sort of “clan sacrifice.”
So, with Barrick, we see the movement toward the understanding of  בָּמוֹתas sanctuaries
rather than as a particular cultic object (as is true for Albright and Vaughan). Others also share
his view,150 or, in the least, allow for some instances where a  ָבּמָהexhibits a more structurally
sophisticated installation.151 Yet, it is also important to observe Barrick’s focusing on the textual
evidence, with a secondary emphasis upon etymology and archaeology, which seems to represent
the current trends of scholarship.
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Second Kings 23 in Light of Current Scholarship
In focusing, particularly, on the relation of the nature of  בָּמוֹתto the interpretation of 2 Kgs
23, it is necessary to point out four contested areas. The first concerns the mention of cultic
personnel. In v. 5, the “priests” of the  בָּמוֹתare referred to as  ַה ְכּמ ִָריםwhich, as Jones points out,
“The Heb. Kemārîm appears to have been widely used in Semitic languages. In the OT it is used
invariably of the priests of pagan gods (cf. Zeph 1:4; Hos 10:5) and bears a distinctly derogatory
tone.”152  בָּמוֹתare again mentioned in vv. 8–9, with another reference to their priesthood. Yet,
here, the standard word for priest is employed ()כֹהֵן. This then raises the question of the relation
 ַה ְכּמ ִָריםmentioned in v. 5 to that of  הַכּ ֹ ֲהנִיםin vv. 8–9, which further relates to the broader question
of the possibility of  בָּמוֹתserving both non-Yahwistic as well as Yahwistic cults. Should two
distinct groups be thought of here, then there is good evidence that the  כ ֹ ֲהנִיםmentioned in vv. 8–
9 are Yahwistic and thus provide evidence for the use of  בָּמוֹתin the worship of Yahweh. If not,
then evidence from 2 Kgs 23 is lacking.
The second and third items deal with the broader question of location. In v. 8, we find the
phrase ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה. As pointed, this would be translated as “bāmôt of the gates,” which is the
only such reference to  בָּמוֹתbeing located in a gate complex. Yet, some advocate that it should be
emended to read ַשׂע ִִרים
ְ ּ ה, which would then be translated as “bāmôt of the demons” or “satyrs;”
in other words, to some sort of spirit-being.153 Should this be the case, then, this phrase gives us
no indication for  בָּמוֹתat the gates.154 Rather, this would seem to offer further support for viewing
the reference here to non-Yahwistic worship (and thus could also impact one’s understanding of
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the  כ ֹ ֲהנִיםmentioned in v. 8).
The third item, also having locative significance, concerns the reference in v. 13 to the
Solomonic  בָּמוֹתbuilt outside of Jerusalem and south of the Mount of “Corruption.”155 In respect
to the broader usage of בָּמוֹת, in six instances, the term is associated, directly or contextually, with
the phrase “on every high hill and under every green tree.”156 Some either deny this phrase as
having locative force or deny that it can refer to mountains.157 Seeing that 2 Kgs 23:13 is a
reference to the earlier description of Solomon’s building ) שׁ ֲא ָבּהָר
ֶ שׁי ְרוּ עַל־ ְפּנֵי ר
ָ לָם1 Kgs 11: 7),
this would offer support for  בָּמוֹתconstruction upon mountains and thus could offer support for
taking the stock phrase, “upon every high hill and under every green tree,” as having a locative
force, with a possible reference to mountainous areas or, in the least, a rural location. This
would, thus, provide further indication of the different variety of locations for בָּמוֹת.
The final element deals with the  ַהבָּמוֹת בָּתֵ יfound in vv. 15–20. As Barrick observes, this
phrase only occurs five times in the Kings history and only with reference to the Northern
Kingdom.158 Thus, does this observation have significance for one’s understanding of  בָּמוֹתand if
so what is it? For instance, Gleis claims that the Deuteronomist uses this phrase to demonstrate
the ideological difference between the  בָּמוֹתof the southern kingdom and the  בָּמוֹתof the northern
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Which is likely a derogatory reference to Mt. Olive (see Ian W. Provan, 1 and 2 Kings [NIBC; Peabody,
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So, for instance, Gleis discounts this phrase as having any locative force because “sie will die bmwt nicht
lokalisieren, sondern als unvereinbar mit der Jahwereligion bewerten” (Matthias Gleis, Die Bamah [New York:
Walter de Gruyter, 1997], 111). Whereas still allowing the phrase locative force, Fried, who, in rejecting Emerton’s
utilization of the phrase to argue for a countryside location for ( בָּמוֹתin that she understands the reference to hills to
be hills located within cities), states with regard to the phrase: “The words “mountains” and bāmāh never cooccur…If the biblical writers understand bāmôt to be in cities, then “mountains” and bāmāh cannot co–occurr.
Neither “high mountain” nor “the tops of mountains” occur within city walls, but hills an leafy green trees do”
(Lisbeth S. Fried, “The High Places (BĀMÔT) and the Reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah,” JAOS 122 [2002]: 441).
So, then, she utilizes the phrase to argue for an urban location for בָּמוֹת.
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kingdom.159

The Dissertation in the Context of Current Scholarship
The primary function of this study will be to serve as a corrective to the current notions
concerning the nature of a  ָבּמָה. As the above survey indicates, whereas the older views averred
the idea that  בָּמוֹתwere simpler constructions, the more current trends consider a  ָבּמָהas a more
complex facility. In both cases, a very concrete notion seems to attend to the image of a  ָבּמָה.
Contrary to this, the present approach will attempt to argue for a more functional or utilitarian
view in which the notion of sacred space is tied to three elements: certain cultic apparatus, cultic
activities and cultic personnel. Thus, if an ancient Israelite were to identify a  ָבּמָה, he would point
to a site that evinced these three elements. The location and purpose of such a site would be
varied, but the nature of  ָבּמָהwould be consistent.
Cultic Apparatus, Activities and Personnel
This concept does share similarities with the notions presented by the older views,
especially that of Vaughan, that certain physical objects are important when identifying a  ָבּמָה.
With Vaughan, it too emphasizes a very close association between a  ָבּמָהand a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. As noted
above, Vaughan presents exegetical evidence from 1 Kgs 3 and 2 Kgs 23 for this connection.
The present view will also suggest such on the basis of these two passages. Yet, contrary to his
conclusion that they should be viewed as synonymous terms, it will suggest that this is a case of
a part representing the whole.160 Additionally, a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחis not the only object routinely linked with
159
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This would certainly seem to be the case for 2 Kgs 23, a point Barrick himself asserts (see Barrick, “The
Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 302). Emerton also holds that the demonstrative  הַהוּאrefers back to the earlier
mention of the  ָבּ ָמהat Gideon. Yet, he also stipulates “it does not appear certain that it proves their identity”
(J.E.Emerton, “The High Place in the Light of Recent Study,” 123; note he also agrees with the appositional
interpretation for 2 Kgs 23:15).
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בָּמוֹת. Other cultic apparatus, specifically  מּצֵּבוֹתand שׁ ֲא
ֵ רים,ִ are as well closely associated with
בָּמוֹת, in 2 Kgs 23 and elsewhere. This association, it will be argued, is such that these objects
should be viewed as identifying elements of בָּמוֹת, just as with the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח.161
It should further be noted that this understanding of these three cultic apparatus as essential
elements of a  ָבּמָהruns counter to many, if not most current opinions. Hence, even Emerton,
which the present work finds great agreement with, stipulates that though such items are found
“in some contexts, we cannot be sure that one or more of them was necessarily present at every
bāmā.”162 Whereas, Gleis does seem to allow for the association between  ַמצֵּבוֹתand שׁ
ֵ  ִרים ֲאwith
בָּמוֹת, he further notes that one must observe “daß die Standardisierung der bmh Ausstatung durch
Ascheren und Masseben (in Verbingung with Altären) erst durch die dtr. Tradition erfolgt.”163 He
then goes on to argue that both items were actually “Götterbilder,” but by the use of the
formulaic “Begriffspaar,” the Deuteronomist concealed “die Existenz von Götterbildern in dem
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Two factors will play an important role in making this identification. First, from 2 Kgs 23, it will be noticed
that with reference to the שׁ ִרים
ֵ ( ֲאas well as the ) ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, the verbal action taken against them is identical in v. 15 with
that spoken of regarding the ( ָבּ ָמהnamely, they were “שׂ ַרף
ָ ”; with regard to the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחthe verbal action for it as well as
the  ָבּ ָמהis )נָתַ ץ. Whereas, in vs. 15, the verb  דָ ַקקis only employed with regard to the  ָבּ ָמהand not to the שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא, the
exact same verbal action is spoken of with regard to the שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאmentioned in v. 6; that is it is שׂ
ָ  ַרףand then דָּ ַקק ְל ָעפַר
(note the same syntagm in both cases). Something similar with respect to the verbal activity is found with regard to
the  ַמצֵּבוֹתin v. 14, where we again see it spoken of very closely with respect to the destruction of Solomon’s בָּמוֹת.
This argument will be fleshed out more fully later. The second important observation concerns the broader textual
support, specifically the frequent mention of  ַמצֵּבוֹתand שׁ ֲא
ֵ  ִריםwith “ בָּמוֹתon every high hill and under every green
tree” (1 Kgs 14:23). Whereas in 1 Kgs 14:23, this phrase is used with regard to ,שׁ ֲא
ֵ ֶוֹתרים
ִ  ַמ ֵצּבand בָּמוֹת, elsewhere it is
used with one or the other. So, for instance, in 2 Kgs. 16:4, it is only associated with בָּמוֹת. Yet, in 2 Kgs 17:10, it is
only associated with שׁ ֲא
ֵ  ִריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת, where the  בָּמוֹתare only clearly associated with an urban setting. Yet, when
these separate passages are taken together, the impression given is that these items are so associated that to mention
one is to infer the other. This seems to be supported by 2 Kgs 17:11, which goes on to state that  ְבּכָּל־בָּמוֹת ְוי ְקטְּרוּ,
hence identifying both settings as places where  בָּמוֹתwere located and thus intimating that שׁ ֲא
ֵ  ִריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹתwere
viewed as essential element of a ( ָבּ ָמהthis argument is put forth in Emerton, ““The High Place in the Light of Recent
Study,” 122 and will be relied heavily upon in the following analysis). LaRocca-Pitts, though rejecting that שׁ ֲא
ֵ ִרים
and  ַמצֵּבוֹתwere essential items of a  ָמה ָבּ, nevertheless concedes that 1 Kgs 14:23 implies “bāmôt, maṣṣēbot, and
ʾǎšērîm were regularly constructed together on the same sites by the inhabitants of Judah” (Elizabeth C. LaRoccaPitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and its Early Interpreters [Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2001], 150).
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bmwt...”164
As to the notion concerning cultic activities, there seems to be a general agreement that
certain activities are associated with  ָבּמָה. Although 2 Kgs 23 only mentions  ָקטַר, there is strong
textual evidence that the verbs  זָבַחas well as  ָקטַרare routinely used to describe such activity.165
There is further textual evidence to support the notion that child sacrifices were associated with
 בָּמוֹתworship. Although some question the historicity of such references,166 the position taken
here will be to accept this textual evidence. Though not as plenteous, there is some textual
support for the practice of cultic meals and ritual lamentation. The activity that has been
elsewhere and will be most questioned in this presentation is the association of cultic prostitution
with בָּמוֹת.167
As with cultic activities, so too with cultic personnel, the general consensus is that the
textual evidence supports the notion that  בָּמוֹתwere serviced by a priesthood. As noted already,
164

He also stipulates that the Chronicler’s account goes along with the Deuteronomistic perception, but adds to
it the notion of idolatrous activity by mention of the ( ְפ ִסלִיםe.g. 2 Chron 33:19) and the ( ַמסֵּכוֹת2 Chron 34:3) as part
of the  בָּמוֹתfurnishings (Gleis, Die Bamah, 88). It should be noted that this goes along with Gleis’ view of the textual
evidence. On the one hand, he holds there are those passages and elements of passages that contain historical
evidence for the nature of a ( ָבּ ָמהwhat Barrick, in his review of Gleis’s work, refers to as the “reportorial”
information, stating that, for Gleis, the Mesha inscription is the “parade example (W. Boyd Barrick, review of
Matthias Gleis, Die Bamah, JBL 118 (1999): 533). On the other hand, he also seems to hold that there is an
ideological perspective, which skewers the historical evidence (referring to such as “Geschichtstheolgie,” at least
with regard to the Deuternomistic representation; Gleis, Die Bamah, 247). Hence, “die ideologische Entwicklung”
of the  ָבּ ָמהportrait involves a Deuternomistic, Ezekielian and Chronicler’s concept that seems, for him, to be
considered of little historical worth (for his discussion of these three portrayals, see Gleis, Die Bamah, 247–50). As
Barrick explains Gleis’s presentation regarding the interplay between the “die ideologische Entwicklung” and the
“reportorial” information, Gleis attempts “to determine what (if anything) from the former warrants the credibility
accorded that learned from the latter” (W. Boyd Barrick, review of Matthias Gleis, 533).
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One important item that will be observed in the following examination is the sense for  ָקטַר. Whereas, it has
traditionally been understood to convey the notion of “to burn incense,” Edelman argues that it should be understand
(in the piel stem) to convey the sense of “burning the food offerings” (see Diana Edelman, “The Meaning of
QIṬṬĒR,” VT 35 [1985]: 395–404). This could have significance for the understanding of a  ָבּ ָמה, seeing that such
activity (along with the verb  )זָבַחwould seem to imply the need for an open-air altar.
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Fowler takes issue with Vaughan, who so holds that such was practiced at  בָּמוֹתbased upon Ezek 16:16, the
only passage which does provide such support. Fowler notes that the nature of the passage may well indeed imply a
symbolic rather than a literal reference to prostitution (see Fowler, “The Israelite Bāmâ,” 209).
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though, there is disagreement as to the evidence supplied from 2 Kgs 23, with regard to whether
the  ְכּמ ִָריםof v. 5 should be equated with or considered separate from the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםof vv. 8–9. The
position that will be argued for here is that such should be considered as two separate categories
of priest, with the  ְכּמ ִָריםrepresenting a pagan priesthood and the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםof vv. 8-9 a Yahwistic
priesthood. In doing so, then, it will be further argued that 2 Kgs 23 provides textual support for
Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic worship at בָּמוֹת.
Hence, from this short survey, it will be gleaned that, as to the essence of a בָּמוֹת, the one
area where the present work differs most from other views concerns the association of particular
cultic apparatus with the  ָבּמָה. Yet, this is not the only corrective which will be offered. It is with
regard to location and especially structural sophistication that this view will counter many of the
more popular scholarly positions.
Location and Architectural Sophistication of בָּמוֹת
As opposed to Barrick’s description of  בָּמוֹתas being “essentially urban sanctuaries,”168
the following will advocate for a more eclectic understanding as to  בָּמוֹתlocations. In doing so, it
will more align with Whitney’s view. Whitney stipulates that the earliest occurrences of the word
are connected with high ground.169 Yet, according to Whitney, as time goes on,  בָּמוֹתbegan to be
established in a variety of locales. This included placement upon hills, in cities and villages, in
close proximity to city gates and in valleys.
Hence, in general agreement with Whitney, it will be argued, against Barrick that  בָּמוֹתwere
situated at various sites, including upon and perhaps even in preference of elevated spots. We
have already noted that the 2 Kgs passage makes reference to  בָּמוֹתlocated on mountainous
168
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regions. It will be further argued that other passages should be understood as indicating that בָּמוֹת
were located on elevated locations.170 Yet, as Whitney observes, these are not the only sites,
seeing that the textual evidence also points to urban (specifically  בָּמוֹתsituated in or near a gate
complex in Jerusalem) locations as well as in the Valley of Ben-Hinnom.
Closely associated with his urban location is Barrick’s further description of a  ָבּמָהas a
temple-like structure, with architectural complexity.171 It is on this point, though, that the present
view finds its greatest disagreement. By defining the essence of a  ָבּמָהin a functional manner, in
which cultic apparatus, activity and personnel are the distinguishing features, this discounts the
notion that a  ָבּמָהwas identified with any particular physical structure, especially one closely
aligned with a temple-like edifice.
Again, the present position more closely resembles that of Whitney. For Whitney, the
fundamental meaning for  ָבּמָהwas that of a shrine, yet with great variation. Whereas Whitney’s
definition does make mention of a whole cult complex, it could include anything from a simple
building containing a raised platform to a “whole complex of religious buildings…”172 Such a
generic usage is typified during the final years of the monarchial period, where, especially in
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Above, we have already alluded to some of these passages, when speaking of the phrase “on every high hill
and under every green tree,” especially in 1 Kgs 14:23, 2 Kgs 18:4 and 17:9–11. Also, the following analysis of 1
Sam 9 will demonstrate, contrary to Barrick, that the most natural reading of that passage would indicate a ָבּ ָמה
external to the city, situated on elevated ground.
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Fried appears in near unanimity with Barrick on this point. Stipulating it to be a sanctuary complex (as does
Barrick), she offers the following description: “In addition to sacrificial and incense altars, a bāmāh includes public
buildings (bǎttim) with rooms for storage or for dining (liškôt). It is located in a city and is a permanent structure”
(Lisbeth S. Fried, “The High Places (BĀMÔT) and the Reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah,” 441). Gleis also appears
fairly close to Barrick when he stipulates that a  בָּמוֹתand temple “lassen sich kaum unterscheiden” (Gleis, Die
Bamah, 245). The only distinction he holds is that, due to expense, the  עֹלָהsacrifices were not routinely performed at
( בָּמוֹתGleis, Die Bamah, 208; see also W. Boyd Barrick, review of Matthias Gleis, 533, who further stipulates that
such would indicate that Gleis did not hold that a  ָבּ ָמהwas a temple where such offerings were presented; this though
seems to be reading too much into Gleis’s analysis). Additionally, he stipulates that the  בָּמוֹתwere an element of the
folk or popular religion, whereas Barrick holds that they were royal sanctuaries (Gleis, Die Bamah, 182–88 provides
a summation of his analysis of this point; see also Barrick, review of Matthias Gleis, Die Bamah, 532–33). Further,
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light of 2 Kgs. 23, the term  ָבּמָהwas used for a variety of complexes: “small gate shrines, royal
centres to foreign gods, large public shrines, local rustic shrines and even Topheth.”173 So, he
contends that, by the closing years of the monarchial period,  ָבּמָהwas a generic word for a small
shrine.174
The present view holds to a similar eclectic understanding as to the variety of structures a
 ָבּמָהcould be housed in or locations where  ָבּמָהcould be situated. Yet, there would seem to be two
points of disagreement. First, it appears that Whitney still avers that, at least from some בָּמוֹת,
physical structures or, as he puts it, the “whole cult complex were a part of the essence of a
 ָבּמָה.175 As opposed to this, it will be argued that the actual physical structure was secondary to the
nature of a  ָבּמָה. Secondly, and the major distinction between this view and the one presently
being offered is that there were distinctions by which to identify a  ָבּמָה, specifically related to the
cultic apparatus. Whereas Whitney disallows any sort of cultic objects as fundamental to the
make-up of a  ָבּמָה, as already stipulated,176 we will argue that it was the cultic apparatus
associated with the  ָבּמָהby which, in part, such were identified.
Due to the utilization of cultic apparatus and the recognition that  ָבּמָהwere often, if not in
the majority of the cases, located on elevated terrain, Barrick would likely categorize the concept
being advocated for here as strongly in line with the traditional view: “a primitive open-air
hilltop precinct, with altars, maṣṣboth (cultic stones) and asherim (wooden cultic objects…),
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Hence, whereas not the more elaborate and specific sort of sanctuary complex as envisioned by Barrick, still
it falls more within this latter category than with earlier models. Yet, it should also be noticed that Barrick rejects
Whitney’s notion, describing it as an example of the generalizing tendency (Barrick, ABD 3:197–98).
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In doing so, par Barrick, he too points to the שׁ ִל
ְ  כָּהof 1 Sam 9 as evidence for  ָבּ ָמהsignifying the “whole cult
complex,” hence the physical structures (Whitney, “’Bamoth’ in the Old Testament,” 134).
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scattered throughout the Palestinian countryside…”177 On the basis of the varied placement and
the secondary nature of structural considerations, he possibly would further critique it as
epitomizing the generalizing tendency. Thirdly, he would as well stipulate that it is based upon
“the traditional reconstruction of Israel’s religious history found already in the Bible itself…”178
In a sense, he would be correct on all three counts (especially so, though, on the last point). The
definition being advocated for does fall in between Whitney’s more eclectic understanding and
the traditional view. Against Whitney, and with the traditional view, the cultic apparatus do play
a central role in the constitution of a  ָבּמָה. Against the traditional view, and more in line with the
generalizing tendency, locations were varied and there was no single structural component
attributed to a בּמוֹת. Yet, on this last point, against Whitney, physical structure was a secondary
consideration and did not comprise an essential element of a  ָבּמָה. Hence, the notion here being
presented could be considered a revision of the traditional view.
Archeological Inquiry
A word needs to be said with regard to the utilization of the archaeological material. As
noted above, early efforts often prejudiced the archaeological evidence over that of the
etymological and textual. The weakness to that approach will be addressed below. Though it
should not be the primary source for construing the nature of a  ָבּמָה, still there seems to be a need
for rapport between the two fields. The work of Fried provides a good example for what such a
connection should look like. Fried first works up a model for a  ָבּמָהbased upon the exegetical
evidence. Once this is done, then she turns to the archaeological evidence.179 Yet, while there is
similarity to Fried’s approach and that which will be taken in this paper, there is one important
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difference. Fried ultimately places the archaeological evidence as the primary means to
determine the historicity of the  בָּמוֹתphenomena,180 with the scriptural testimony as a secondary
source. The approach that will be taken here is to utilize the exegetically based model to
ascertain what sites might possibly be identified as בָּמוֹת. As opposed to Fried, the historicity of
the Scriptural testimony is adjudged as sufficiently reliable so as to posit a view of  ָבּמָהby which
to assay the archaeological record for possible examples of the  בּמוֹתphenomena.

The Methodological Procedure to Be Employed
As has been observed from the previous examination of the current state of the question,
when approaching this subject, there are three potential fields of inquiry: the textual,
archaeological and etymological. Additionally, the above analysis demonstrated that one field of
inquiry usually takes precedence over the other two. The same will hold true for the present
investigation. Moreover, it should be observed that a heuristic approach will be followed in the
examination of the evidence. That is, a certain definition will be drawn from the textual evidence
as presented in 2 Kgs 23, which then will be tested by the broader textual as well as lexical and
archaeological evidence, seeking whether such evidence confirms, invalidates or is neutral
concerning the proposed notion.
In the previous sections, we observed that methodological problems attended approaches
which prejudiced the archaeological or etymological evidence over the textual. For instance, with
the etymological, Barrick observed how this approach suffers from Barr’s root fallacy, in that
certain root meanings are fundamentally attached to the word  ָבּמָה, which then become an
essential element in defining the word in any given context. As observed above, Hirsch, while
holding to innate sense of height, never actually presents evidence for this notion. The basic
180
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concept of height is taken for granted and utilized throughout his treatment of the word.
Barrick does allow that “etymologizing reveals the past history of a word, and its past
meaning(s) which may provide clues as to its possible (or even probable) sense in a text…”181
Hence, in his examination, once he establishes the meaning for  ָבּמָה, he then postulates a possible
etymological development for the non-cultic word based upon its usage in the Semitic languages.
Yet, even with proper safeguards as evinced in Barrick’s work, the aid of such etymological
inquiries is very limited. LaRocca-Pitts even goes so far as to stipulate: “Apart from suggesting
possible cognate terms, even the most superficial reading of the biblical text can offer as much
certainly about what the Hebrew term bāmôt and bāmôtê means (as well as their possible relation
to each other) as the most in-depth etymological analyses.”182 Hence, even when taking great
care, as Barrick certainly does, the most he seems to be able to offer is a possible, alternative
Hebrew original ( )בֹּמֶתfor the non-cultic usage. So, while it is necessary for a well-rounded study
of the term to review and comment on the etymological question, this must be considered as
secondary evidence, which possibly furnishes some light on the morphology and postulates
possible Semitic cognates for the word, as well as some indication of a possible distinction
between the cultic and non-cultic usage.
Moreover, we have also observed severe limitations when regarding the archaeological
material as the primary source of inquiry. With respect to Vaughan and Albright, we noticed the
circularity and arbitrariness that attends such an approach, especially when the textual evidence
is used as secondary support for the archaeological evidence. Until and unless an artifact is found
with the word  ָבּמָהinscribed upon it, the only actually hard evidence, not just for its description
but for the very existence of such, lies with the textual evidence. It would seem that the
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archaeological field is dependent, therefore, upon the text.
Hence, it is the textual evidence, first and foremost, that must be examined in order to
ascertain the meaning of the term  ָבּמָה. Etymology can and will aid in understanding secondary
factors with regard to the word. Archaeology, aided by the textual evidence, will help to illustrate
possible  בָּמוֹתsites. Yet, the priority must reside with the textual evidence. So, methodologically,
this investigation is, above all, an exegetical study on the pertinent textual evidence for the
nature of a  ָבּמָהas found, primarily, in the Hebrew Scriptures.
Textual Evidence
The first step that will be employed in order to establish the nature of a  ַבּמָהwill be to
exegete pertinent verses in 2 Kgs 23 As noted by Whitney, “II Kings 23 contains ten references
to bamah shrines, more than any OT chapter.”183 That being the case, it would seem that chapter
23 could (and I would argue does) provide a solid basis to offer an exegetical presentation of the
nature of a  ָבּמָה. In the first place, chapter 23 not only utilizes the term the most, but also provides
ample amount of examples concerning the different places  בָּמוֹתwere located as well as the
varied cults they serviced. Additionally, though much less so, 2 Kgs 23 provides some insight
into the function of these cults.
Notice has already been given as to four contested areas that relate to 2 Kgs 23.
Additionally, we have also noted the close association in 2 Kgs 23 between certain cultic objects
(specifically  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ) ַמצֵּבוֹתand בָּמוֹת. Other key factors involve the verbs used to
denote the construction and especially the destruction/termination of  בָּמוֹתsites. These verbs
would seem to supply evidence as to the nature of a  ָבּמָה. So, for instance, the verbs  ָבּנָהand שׁ ָעה
ָ
used for the construction of בָּמוֹת, and the verbs  נָתַ ץand שׁ
ָ  ַרףtwo of the four verbs used with
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regard to the destruction/termination of בָּמוֹת, would imply they are man-made in some sense. In
addition, it does seem that the verbal action taken against these objects, at least with regard to
 ִמזְבְּחוֹתand שׁ ֲא
ֵ רים,ִ provide additional support for the contention that these items are inherent to
the nature of a  ָבּמָה, in that the same verbal action taken against these objects is also used with
reference to their associated  ָבּמָהand in much the same grammatical form.184
Whereas, 2 Kgs 23 does not say much as to the function of the בָּמוֹת, still, vv. 5 and 8 do
provide some indication of the type of rite practiced by the priests at these sites via the
employment of the verb  ָקטַר. Hence, we do have some indication of what took place at these
בָּמוֹת. Yet, even here, there is some debate as to what the expression signifies. Although many
have traditionally translated  ָקטַרas “to burn incense,” as noted above, the work of Edelman has
brought this into question. Rather than to offer incense, the sense would seem to be more of “to
burn food offerings.” The significance of this, especially as to what it may inform us of in
relation to the nature of a מָה ָבּ, will thus be pursued.
The next area will involve reviewing other biblical passages where the word  ָבּמָהis
located. Relevant passages will be examined, especially in light of the exegetical evidence
surmised from 2 Kgs 23. So, as with 2 Kgs 23, particular focus will fall upon examples of the
cultic activity, apparatus and personnel which are associated with  ;בָּמוֹתverbal action taken with
respect to the construction and destruction/termination of these sites; the objects of worship
associated with  בָּמוֹתsites; and the various locations mentioned with respect to בָּמוֹת. This broader
examination will seek to confirm, possibly even enlarge upon the definition obtained from 2 Kgs
Additionally, there will be a focused treatment on passages that pose particular problems
for the present view. A good example of this is 1 Sam 9. As was evident from the review of

184

See n. 161 above.
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scholarly opinion, this passage provides detailed information with regard to the nature of the
בָּמוֹת. One crucial piece of evidence involves the mention of שׁ ִל
ְ כָּה. 1Sam 9 indicates that such a
facility served as a dining hall, where thirty men were able to partake of a meal. As mentioned
above, scholars such as Fried and Barrick utilize this example to enlarge their definition of a ָבּמָה
to include the notion of it being a complex structure. This, of course, is a central point of contrast
with the definition offered in this paper.
Another sort of problematic passages are those which relate to text-critical issues. For
instance, Mic 1:5c reads: שׁי ְרוּ הֲלוֹא י ְהוּדָ ה בָּמוֹת וּמֶי
ָ לָם. This would be one of, if not the only place
where the Temple of Jerusalem (which would be the presumptive reference) is referred to as a
 ָבּמָה. Yet, the LXX offers an alternative reading, which substitutes ἡ ἁµαρτία for בָּמוֹת.185 This is
one example of texts which relate to the  ָבּמָהphenomenon that have text-critical problems that
must be analyzed.
Lexical Evidence
A review of the lexical evidence will involve two elements. First, there will be an
examination with regard to the etymology of the word. A great deal of the focus here will be on
the secondary literature. An analysis will particularly emphasize the Ugaritic and Akkadian
cognates and what relation they have to the Hebrew term. This will also involve an examination
of the non-cultic use of the Hebrew term. Lastly, there will be a review of the differing theories
as to the development of the cultic and non-cultic word in Hebrew.
Secondly, a study will be made of possible synonyms and/or antonyms. One important
factor to be determined is whether any other words are interchanged for  ָבּמָה. In particular the

185

Note, even if one decides for the MT text, that does not necessarily indicate that the Jerusalem temple was a
 ָבּ ָמה. As with the Isaianic passages (see subsequent n.), this could be an example of the prophet heaping scorn upon
the Jerusalem temple.
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words  ַבּי ִת, ָשׁ ִמקְדּand  הֵיכָלrequire analysis. So, for instance, in Amos 7:9, the word ָ שׁ ִמקְדּis utilized
(Isa 16:2 is another such example) in a parallel manner with  ָבּמָה. In Isa 15:2, the word  ַבּי ִת, with
the possible nuance of “temple,” is used in such a way that it could also stand parallel with  ָבּמָה.
Hence, these passages will be explored in order to ascertain the possibility that they evince a
synonymous relationship between these two terms and  ָבּמָה.186  הֵיכָ ֽלnever seems to be used in the
same context with  ָבּמָה. Again, this requires further study to discern what significance this may
have in understanding the nature of a  ָבּמָה.
Archaeological Evidence
Finally, once the exegetical and lexical work has been analyzed, there will then be an
effort made to produce a model by which to examine supposed  בָּמוֹתsites. It seems necessary to
differentiate between an exegetical definition and a proposed archaeological model because of
the state of archaeological evidence. For instance, the exegetical evidence from 2 Kgs 23
suggests, as has been stipulated, that a particular personnel attended  בָּמוֹתand ought to be taken
into consideration when defining what the word signifies. Yet, it seems unlikely that
archaeological evidence will provide ample data for such to be tested. So, a possible model will
have to correlate the notion provided by the exegetical evidence with properly grounded
expectation from the archaeological evidence. It should be noted, though, that in attempting to
formulate such a model, it might be concluded that there is insufficient archeological evidence
for such a venture.187
186

Though a surface reading may indicate that such is the case, caution needs to be had, for as LaRocca-Pitts
observes: “It is also possible, however, that Isaiah makes these statements to imply that Moab had no shrines which
were equal in scale to Jerusalem’s Temple. They had temples, yes, but they were the equivalent of bāmôt in the
prophet’s eyes” (LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone, 147). If that should prove to be the case, rather than
synonymous, this would be a case of two terms serving as antonyms to  ָבּ ָמה.
187

Uehlinger hints at this possibility, it seems at least with regard to the historicity of Josianic reforms, in his
appraisal of Fried’s work: “Note however that if ‘archaeological evidence indicates only four cult sites among all the
cities, town and villages of eighth-century Judah’ (Fried 2002: 450), one is forced to conclude that this cannot
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To begin this formulation, a helpful venture would be to review proposed  בָּמוֹתsites as
found in the relevant literature. Of particular interest will be the means which scholars have
utilized in order to justify their proposed classification. In addition, it is hoped that this will
provide perspective as to the limits of archaeology. Once the rightful archaeological expectations
have been determined and correlated with the exegetical evidence, thus providing a  ָבּמָהmodel,
the often cited cultic site of Arad188 will be reviewed in order to determine whether such can be
identified as a possible  ָבּמָה.

The Outcome(s) Anticipated
Primarily, the expectation for this dissertation is to present a view concerning the nature of
 בָּמוֹתwhich is exegetically grounded in 2 Kgs 23 and finds broader biblical and lexical support.
The anticipated portrait of a  ָבּמָהis that of a cultic site, which was identified by its cultic
apparatus, activity and personnel. Regarding the apparatus, three specific items are routinely
associated with it:  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים,  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ִמזְבְּחוֹת. It may well be that textual evidence supports the
notion that the last object,  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, were more closely connected to בָּמוֹת, so much so that, after a
more detailed analysis, it may be concluded that  בָּמוֹתwere altar sites,189 which included ִמזְבְּחוֹת

reasonably represent the whole reality and that archaeology has still missed dozens of places where ancient
Judahites practiced their cult during the Iron Age” (Christopher Uehlinger, “Was There a Cult Reform Under King
Josiah? The Case for a Well-Grounded Minimum,” in Good Kings and Bad Kings, ed. Lester L. Graabe [London:
T&T Clark, 2005], 292 n. 58).
188

Arad is frequently pointed to as an example of  ָבּ ָמה. Even Barrick, with all his caution, stipulates with regard
to Arad: “On the contrary, the texts uniformly seem to point to an installation of temple status, i.e., a built-up sacred
area consisting of a roofed cult building with adjacent “chambers” and open courtyards, not fundamentally unlike
the architectural composition of the Temple of Solomon or the Israelite temple-complex at Arad” (Barrick, “The
Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 375; also Fried, “The High Places [BĀMÔT] and the Reforms of Hezekiah and
Josiah,” 445).
189

A similar sentiment is found, it seems, in Yadin, who would also associate with the altar some sort of
utilitarian facility related to the sacrificial animals and offerings, which should not, though, be identified as a temple:
“In summing up this section, I would like to emphasize that the bāmâ consisted mainly of an altar, with a building
nearby of no cultic importance” (Yigael Yadin, “Beer-Sheba: The High Place Destoryed by King Josiah,” BASOR,
222 [1976]: 8).
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and  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים.190 Once this exegetical picture is clarified, a model will be provided by which to
examine archaeological claims of  בָּמוֹתsites, particularly that of Arad.

190

This is not meant to imply, with Vaughan, that the two terms were synonymous. Rather, that the most
central feature was the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. This would not be surprising considering that the two most often described cultic
activities are sacrificial offerings ( זָבַחand ) ָקטַר.
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CHAPTER TWO
TEXTUAL EVIDENCE FOR  בָּמוֹתFROM 2 KINGS 23
Introduction
As indicated above, 2 Kgs 23 provides us with the most frequent mention of בָּמוֹת, in a
single pericope, than at any other place in the OT. Also, as noted, not only do we have the most
mentions of בָּמוֹת, we also have a description of a wide variety of בָּמוֹת, which includes  בָּמוֹתof
differing geographical settings (such as in and around Jerusalem and in the cities of Judah and
Samaria), as will as located in diverse locales (such as in the city gate of Jerusalem and on the
Mt. of Olives); we possibly have (and will be contended for below) indication of the eclectic
nature of  בָּמוֹתas to the objects worshipped at such places. We especially, though, as will be
argued, have a significant picture drawn for us of elements of בָּמוֹת, which would, from the text,
appear to be essential to their nature. Hence, it seems that 2 Kgs 23:4–20 provides us with a
significant amount of information, by which we will seek to discern what the word  ָבּמָהsignified.
Whereas the structure of the following analysis will attempt to break down the various
elements associated with  בָּמוֹתas they are introduced in the text, the overriding consideration will
not be just their order of placement, but especially the amount of information that can be gleaned
in these various sections. Hence, for instance, while v. 5 provides us with information about their
rural location, the greater part of the inquiry will focus on the priesthood associated with בָּמוֹת,
seeing that in v. 5 we are introduced to the term  ְכּמ ִָרים. The subsequent analysis, by following the
narrative logic of the text, will divide the discussion into four sections, which can be grouped,
per verse, as the  בָּמוֹתof v. 5, vv. 7–8, v. 13 and vv. 14, 15–20. The treatment of each unit will
focus upon the most prominent factors concerning their description of בָּמוֹת, reserving discussion
of other factors for the more relevant segments.
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As the account currently stands,1 23:4–20 records the actual efforts of Josiah to reform the
religious cult of Judah and what remained of the northern Kingdom. This is the result, according
to the present form of the text, of the finding of ַתּרה
ָ  ֵספֶר ה. V. 1 stipulates that the king summoned
all the elders of Judah and Jerusalem in order to hear  ַהנִּ ְמצָא ְבּבֵית י ְהוָה כָּל־דִּ ב ְֵרי ֵספֶר ַהבּ ְִרית. After
which time, the king renewed the covenant by pledging  ְל ָהקִים אֶת־דִּ ב ְֵרי ַהבּ ְִרית הַזּ ֹאת. After the
covenant renewal ceremony, the king then commands Hilkiah, הַכֹּהֵן ַהגָּדוֹל, as well as the priests
next in rank, שׁנֶה
ְ כּ ֹ ֲהנֵי ַה ִמּ,2 and the temple guard, שֹׁמ ְֵרי ַהסֵּף,3 to remove and then burn in the Kidron4
all the cultic apparatus dedicated to Baal, Asherah and the Host of Heaven, which had been
placed in the הֵיכַל י ְהוָה, and then to transport the ashes of such to Bethel. After the notice about
the cultic reforms of v. 4, in v. 5, we find the first mention of  בָּמוֹתin the Reform report.

 בָּמוֹתof 23:5
As observed, it is in v. 5 that  בָּמוֹתare introduced for the first time with regard to Josianic
reforms. In so doing, three items are referenced which have bearing upon the current discussion.
First, a certain cultic activity is mentioned. The priest of the sites  ַוי ְ ַקטֵּר ַבּבָּמוֹת. It has already been
1

For a discussion and defense of the compositional integrity (as well as other compositional factors related to
its integrity), see Appendix A.
2

Note the Targums employ the sg. rather than the pl. As Montgomery observe, the sg. is also found at 2 Kgs
25:18 and Jer52:24 (James A. Montgomery and Henry S. Gehen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Kings, ICC; [New York: Scribner, 1951] 538). On the grounds of the parallel texts, Robinson amends the
present to read the sg. (Robinson, The Second Book of Kings, 219).
3

Sweeney observes, “The reference to ‘the priests of the second order’ (Heb., kōhǎnê hammišneh) refers to
priests who serve under the supervision of the high priest, and ‘the keepers of the threshold (Heb., šōměrê hassap)
refers to those who served in support roles to ensure the sanctity of the temple and its courts” (Sweeney, I & II
Kings, 446–47).
4

The MT further qualifies the location by the word שׁדְ מוֹת
ַ in genitive construct with  ִקדְ רוֹן. What this refers to is
a matter of some debate. As DeVries notes, שׁדֵ ָמה
ְ could refer to either a field or open country. With the former,
though, he observes that “the topography of Kidron hardly lends itself to this description” (Simon J. DeVries, I
Kings, WBC 12; [Waco, TX: Word, 1985], 330). Even the latter he stipulates would be “a very generous description
of the area.” That such gendered controversy is apparent from the textual witnesses. The LXX Lucian recession has
ἐν τῷ ἐµπθρισµῷ ι. Syriac, Targum and the Vulgate would read “( ְבּנַחַלin the valley”). Grey argues that here as well
as in Jer 31:40 the word should be read שׂידוֹת
ִ  ְמ, with the meaning of “limekilns” (Grey, I & II Kings, 732).
Montgomery, utilizing LXXL, argues for an original Hebrew that would thus read as a reference “to the garbage fires
in the valley…” (Montgomery and Gehen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Kings, 538).
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briefly touched upon that the sense for  ָקטַרin the piel (as argued by Edelman) should be
understood as “to burn food offerings,” rather than (as held by some) “to burn incense.” A more
detailed discussion in the following section will deal with the possible meaning of this verb.
A second element that pertains to  בָּמוֹתregards the location. These  בָּמוֹתare found ְבּע ֵָרי י ְהודָ ה
שׁלָם
ָ וּ ְמ ִסבֵּי י ְרוּ. Whereas a fuller treatment concerning the chapter’s evidence as to  בָּמוֹתlocations
await subsequent sections, two observations are presently in order. First, the phrase ְבּע ֵָרי י ְהוּדָ ה
would indicate the widespread presence of  בָּמוֹתsites. Secondly, these  בָּמוֹתare serviced by
 ַה ְכּמ ִָרים. If  ַה ְכּמ ִָריםshould be regarded as “pagan” priests,5 this would then indicate that throughout
the land of Judah,  בָּמוֹתwere utilized for non-Yahwistic worship. Hence, the focus of this section
will be on the nature of the  כֹּמֵרpriesthood.6
Before this, though, a third item needs to be noted. Again with regard to location, there is
additionally the phrase שׁלָם ְמ
ָ  ִסבֵּי י ְרוּ. What exactly does this signify? According to BDB, as a
noun,  ֵמסַבconnotes “surrounding places,7 and, as a noun, is only used here and in Song 1:12. The
sense for Song, though, does not seem to parallel that of 2 Kgs8 In two other instances,  ַמסֵבis
used adverbially, with the notion of “round about” (1 Kgs 6:29; Job 23:2). Hence, the nuance,

5

Which will be presently argued.

6

How the  ְוis to be read in the subsequent clause could be decisive as to whether the reference of ַה ְמ ַפטּ ְִרים
could be understood as referring back to the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםand thus provide further evidence as to the nature of this
priesthood. That is, should one see the  ְוhere functioning as an explicative  ְו, then the two words are referring to the
same groups and hence, considering that the second group is worshipping pagan (likely Canaanite) deities, would
then lend support to understanding the  ְכ ָמ ִריםhere as pagan priests (Montgomery seems to allow for this position, via
his translation; see Montgomery and Gehen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Kings, 529). Yet,
if the  ְוis regarded as a coordinative or as a  ְוof accompaniment (most commentators seems to opt for one of these
two options), then there are two distinct groups referenced. Whether these two groups should be seen as pointing to
the same or two distinct references, it will be subsequently argued that, as in the other two uses of כּ ֹ ֶמר, that such
should stand in such close proximity to pagan worship in 23:5 would seem to indicate that  ְכּ ָמ ִריםwere pagan priests.
7

BDB,  ֵמסַבs.v 1 a.

8

BDB lists it as a under a subsequent entry and stipulates that it is dubious, though further indicating “round
table” or “divan” as possible renderings (BDB,  ֵמסַבs.v., 2). HALOT (HALOT,  ֵמסַבs.v., 1a) understands it as a
“round table, (as well as “banquet”),” hence seemingly preserving the sense of “roundness” found in its other
usages.
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nominally and adverbially, would seem to be that of being in the surrounding vicinity of
Jerusalem, rather than in Jerusalem itself, as would also seem to be the case with the Solomonic
 בָּמוֹתof v. 13.9 Hence, it would seem that, between these two verses (vs. 5 and 13), the picture
presented is that  בָּמוֹתwere numerous, not only throughout the country, but even around the city
of Jerusalem. Additionally, both locative phrases in vv. 5 and 13 would seem to indicate that, at
least in the area of Jerusalem, the  בָּמוֹתwere not stationed in the city itself and would thus not be
understood urban sites.
As noted, the following discussion will focus specifically on the cultic personnel, the  ְכּמ ִָרים,
mentioned here. It is commonly recognized that this is an unusual term for “priests” in the
Jewish Scriptures, used only in two other passages (Zeph 1:4 and Hos 10:5). The normal term,
and that which is found in vv. 8–9, is כּ ֹ ֲהנִים, which additionally will lead to an examination
concerning how these two groups, the  ְכּמ ִָריםof v. 5 and the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםof vv. 8–9, should be related.
To being with, it would seem helpful to examine what the term כֹּמֶר, as used in the Hebrew
Scriptures, signifies.
ַהבָּמוֹת ְכּמ ִָרים
One finds the nominal cognitive of  כֹמֶרemployed in other Semitic languages. One such
example comes from the ancient Canaanite el-Armana tablets where kamiru is twice utilized (EA
1:15, 33).10 Additionally, it is found in Aramaic (kumru, kumritu), Syriac (kumrā), Old Assyrian
(Kumra), 11 Mari (Kumrum), as well as other Semitic languages.12 In these instances, it signifies

9

There, they are described as שׁלַם עַל־ ְפּנֵיי ְרוּ
ָ . It could be the  בָּמוֹתof v. 5 is a reference to the  בָּמוֹתof v. 13, Yet, if
there is a close association between the second clause in v. 5 to these בָּמוֹת, then that would likely not be the case,
seeing that two different sets of pagan deities are thus listed between vv. 5 and 13.
10

HALOT, כּ ֹ ֶמר.

11

CAD, Kumru, s.v. a. Spieckermann specifies concerning its use there that “im akkad. Bereich kumru/kumirtu
ein Bezeichnung für ausländische Priester(innen) sowohl von fremden als auch von akkad. Gottheiten ist”
(Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit [Gottigen: Vadenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982], 85). The word is
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‘priest,’ without any negative connotation.13 The term seems to be specifically connected to
Aramaic, with Pietsch postulating that “von dort in verschiedene semitische Sprachen ist
eingewandert.”14 Coogan further stipulates that, for Aramaic, it is the usual term for “priest.”15
Hence, as it is found in the broader ANE context, it is a neutral term.
As we turn to its employment in the Old Testament, we will begin our examination with its
use in 2 Kgs 23:5. Two scholars, representing contrasting views that will aid our analysis of its
use here are C. Uehlinger and M. Pietsch. With respect to Uehlinger, based upon grammatical
features of the text, which will shortly be discussed, he holds that the  ְכּמ ִָריםare to be associated
with the astral deities of the last part of v. 516 and, hence, the  כְּמָ ִִריםshould be understood as
astral-cult priests. Uehlinger further buttresses his argument by pointing to epigraphic evidence
found in the broader ANE milieu,17 stipulating that: “Against this background and the strong
astral symbolism documented in seventh-century glyptic from Palestine… the association of the
 כמרםwith astral cults in 2 Kgs 23.5 is thoroughly plausible.”18
In contrast, Pietsch would contend for a much more generic understanding as to the

not found in Babylonian or Assyrian of the first millennium, with one exception; kumirtu, the fem. form, is
employed with reference to an Arabian queen in an inscription of Ashurbanipal (see CAD, kumirtu).
12

HALOT, כּ ֹ ֶמר.

13

For a detailed examination of these various Semitic cognates, as well as examination of their neutral quality,
one should consult Michael Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’? Eine sprach- und
religionsgeschichte Studie zu den alttestamentlichen kemarîm,” in Israel zwischen den machten: Festschrift für
Stefan Timm zum 65, ed. by Michael Pietsch and Friedheim Hartenstein, (Münster: Ugarit-Verlog, 2009), 225–55.
14

Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 252.

15

Cogan, and Tadmor, II Kings: A New Translation/with Introduction and Commentary, 285. Pietsch, at least
with the phenomenon as witnessed in the OT, would seem to be in some agreement with this general observation, at
least with regard to its usage as found in Hos10:5 (Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 251).
16

Specifically: ַשׁ ָמי ִם
ָ ּ ַשׁ ֶמשׁ ְו ַליּ ֵָר ַח ול ַל ַמּזָּלוֹת וּלְכ ֹל ְצבָא ה
ֶ ּ  ַל ַבּעַל ל.

17

Specificlly, Uehlinger points to two Aramaic funerary steles, which were erected by priests of the moon-god
šhr, with additional gods being mentioned, all of who should be understood as astral deities (Uehlinger, “Was their a
Cult Reform under King Josiah,” 303).
18

Uehlinger, “Was their a Cult Reform under King Josiah,” 303–4; also, Spieckermann seems to hold to a
similar view regarding Kings (Speickermann, Juda unter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit, 84).
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function of these priests as well as to the deities they served.19 In light of this, he rejects any
attempt to associate this term with an astral cult via the broader epigraphic evidence of the
ANE,20 as well as any grammatical link substantiating such in 2 Kgs 23:5. Regarding the former,
he counters the use made of glyptic corroboration by pointing to the broader usage of the term in
the ANE:
Its use as a designation of the priests of the moon-god of Nērab is inserted quite
seamlessly into the framework of older examples in the northern Syrian/Asian Minor
areas, which could be understood, with regard to kmr, as a general designation for
(cult) priests and which could be used in combination with entirely different deities
and their cultic places. The kemarîm are, in their essence, neither “idol- nor “astralcultic” priests.21
Regarding the textual evidence from 2 Kgs 23:5, not only does he attempt to downplay any
link of the term  ְכּמ ִָריםwith certain facets of the text that could point to a relation with astral
deities,22 he further avers that the mention of the priests “burning food offerings” ( ) ַקטֵּרat בָּמוֹת23
19

As he states: “Ebenso wenig ist es möglich, die Verwendung des Begriffs auf die Verbindung mit einer
bestimmten Gottheit oder Erscheinungsweise der Götter (y.B. astrale Symbolik) eng zu führen...“ (Pietsch,
“’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 252).
20

Pietsch’s major concern is to disassociate the  ִרים ְכּ ָמfrom any connection with the notion that they were
astral-priests, as found in other scholars (another example, besides Uehlinger, is Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur in
der Sargonidenzeit,” 85). It is, therefore, against Uhelinger’s association of the Hebrew evidence with these two
Aramaic, funerary inscriptions that Pietsch takes special umbrage.
21

“Seine Verwendung als Selbstbezeichnung der Priester des Mondgottes von Nērab fügt sich vielmehr
bruchlos in die Reihe der älteren Belege aus dem nordsyrisch-kleinasiatischen Raum ein, denen zufolge kmr als eine
allgemeine Bezeichnung für (Kult-)Preister verstanden werden kann, die im Zugammenhand mit ganz
unterschiedlichen Gottheiten und ihren Kultorten gebraucht Zusammenhang mit ganz unterschiedlichen Gottheiten
und ihren Kultorten gebraucht wird. Die kemarîm sind ihrem Wesen nach weder „Götzen-“ noch „Astralkultpriester“
(Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 238). For his discussion of the broader, Aramaic evidence, see
Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 237–46.
22

One means by which he does this is by disassociating  ְכּ ָמ ִריםfrom the mention  ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִרים, found in the second
accusative clause (which, as we will see, is the major factor in Uehlinger’s grammatical argument for associating the
 ְכּ ַמ ִריםwith the astral deities mentioned at the end of v. 5). He does so by stipulating that the syntactical addition of
the two accusative clauses (the first beginning with  ֶאת־ ְכּ ָמ ִריםand the second with  ) ֶאת־ ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִריםspeaks in favor of
understanding the references to that of two distinct acts of the king. In doing so, he eliminates the possibility that the
two terms stand in apposition to one another.
So, Pietsch’s translation of this verse would involve the notion that the king, first, released the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםof their
service and he, secondly, suspended the offerings for Baal and the Astral cult. It is important to note that Pietsch is
not stipulating the addition of a verb, but that the verb שׁבַת
ָ controls both accusative clauses. It is the presence of the
two accusative clauses (not two differing verbs) that indicates two separate acts of the king (Pietsch,
“’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 248).
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in the cities of Judah and the surrounding areas of Jerusalem is secondary.24 In this manner, not
only does he deny an association with an astral cult, he is also able to eliminate any sort of
association between the  ְכּמ ִָריםand the  בָּמוֹתin the vicinity of Jerusalem and in the cities of Judah
in the original text.
Additionally, by this disassociation, he subsequently is able to stipulate that the  ְכּמ ִָריםare
thus to be reckoned, it would seem, with the previous descriptions found in v. 4, which speaks of
the cleansing of the temple in Jerusalem.25 Consequently, he further conjectures that the original
text presented  ְכּמ ִָריםas cultic personnel associated with the temple. Hence, on the basis of this
presumed, older text, he concludes: “Welche Tätigkeiten sie im Einzelnen ausübten oder welcher
Gottheit sie dienten, wird nicht mitgeteilt.“26 In this way, then, he precludes any sort of
interpretation of the  ְכּמ ִָריםas astral-cultic priests in 2 Kgs 23:5, 27 or their having any association
23

On the basis of this addition, with the two key words ( ַקטֵּלand  )בָּמוֹתthus inserted, he stipulates that the later,
presumably, Rabbinic and Targumic negative connotation for  ְכּ ָמ ִריםis made possible.
24

After arguing against the terms  ְכּ ָמ ִריםand  ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִריםas standing in apposition to each other, he then notes that
the relation between the two accusative clauses thus remains open. He, though, postulates the possibility of a
compositional development in which an addition has been asserted between the predicate and the second accusative
clause, that addition being שׁלָם
ָ  ַוי ְקטֵּר ַבּבָּמוֹת ְבּע ֵָרי י ְהוּדָ ה וּ ְמ ִסבֵּי י ְרוּ. He does so by noting three factors. 1) the great
distance that exists between the second accusative clause and the predicate; 2) more significantly, the presence of
the narratival ְ  ַקטֵּר ַוי, apparently doubtful due to its being a 3rd masc. sg. rather than the 3rd masc. pl.; 3) the words ָקטַר
and  בָּמוֹתfound in the supposed addition results in the identification of the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםin v. 5 with the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםin vv. 8a and
13, which he stipulates “kaum ursprüglich sein dürfte” (Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 248).
Thus, in this way, he postulates that the mention of the priests “burnt food offerings” at  בָּמוֹתis secondary.
So, Pietsch’s translation of this verse would involve the notion that the king, first, released the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםof their
service and he, secondly, suspended the offerings for Baal and the Astral cult. It is important to note that Pietsch is
not stipulating the addition of a verb, but that the verb שׁבַת
ָ controls both accusative clauses. It is the presence of the
two accusative clauses (not two differing verbs) that indicates two separate acts of the king (Pietsch,
“’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 248).
25

Though he does not explicitely refer to v. 4, this would seem to be a correct inference based upon the
following statement: Der ältere Wortlaut in V. 5a besagte lediglich, dass die  כמריםzum Kultpersonnal des
Jerusalemer Tempelkults zählten und König Josia sie aus dieser Stellung entfernen ließ (Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’
oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 248). The means, it would seem, by which Pietsch can make this association is that, once
the connection with the subsequent accusative clause is relaxed and the reference to  בָּמוֹתin v. 5 is rejected as
secondary, this would then indicate a closer link between the mention of  ְכּ ָמ ִריםin v.5 with the previous mention of
the temple purgation of v. 4; hence, the connection of the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםwith the temple cultus. Thus, in addition to purging
the temple of all remnants of pagan worship, Josiah additionally suspended the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםfrom their duties.
26

Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 248.

27

He also precludes such for Zeph 1:4 (Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 248, 250).
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with בָּמוֹת.
On grammatical feature that is vitally important for both positions has to do with whether
or not the  ְכּמ ִָריםare to be identifed with the  ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִריםof the final clause of v. 5. Via Uehlingers
critical approach, he argues that the two terms should be viewed in apposition and thus are
referencing the same group.28 Seeing that the latter group,  ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִרים, are burning their food
offerings ַשׁ ָמי ִם
ָ ּ ַשׁמֶשׁ ְו ַליּ ֵָר ַח ול ַל ַמּזָּלוֹת וּלְכ ֹל ְצבָא ה
ֶ ּ  ַל ַבּעַל ל, and are thus connected with these astral
deities, that would indicate the same for the  ְכּמ ִָרים. One is reluctant, though, to follow
Uehlinger’s argument, seeing that there are certain critical assumptions that he makes in
contention for his association of  ְכּמ ִָריםwith the astral deities of v. 5.29
Pietsch, on the other hand, argues that the two terms are not connected but, as already
observed, the  ְכּמ ִָריםshould be viewed as more closely connected to temple cult of v. 4. Yet, there
are problems here with Pietsch’s analysis.30

Although allowing for the possibility that the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםdo have something to do with an astral cult with respect to 2 Kgs
23:5 and Zeph 1:4, Pietsch nevertheless qualifies this possibility by averring that it does not arise strictly from the
textual evidence. Rather he allows for this possibility in view of “der in dieser Epoche allgemein zu beobachtenden
Tendenz der Zunahme astraler Symbolik in der Religionsgeschichte der südlichen Levante” (Pietsch,
“’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 252). Additionally, while allowing for Aramaic influence as a possible
explanation of the use of  ְכּ ָמ ִריםin Hos 10:5, he further stipulates that it is not possible to be more precise about the
nature of the deities they served (mentioning that the worship of the moon-god was a possible explanation, but also
that there are others; Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 251).
28

Specifically, Uehlinger argues that a textual corruption has occurred in which the relative clause שׁר נָתְ נוּ
ֶ ֲא
שׁלָם
ָ  ַמ ְלכֵי י ְהדָ ה ַוי ְ ַקטֵּר ַבּבָּמוֹת ְבּע ֵָרי י ְהוּדָ ה וּ ְמ ִסבֵּי י ְרוּhas been added to a previous text, where, originally,  ְכ ָמ ִריםstood in
apposition to ( ְמ ַקטּ ְִריםUehlinger, “Was their a Cult Reform under King Josiah,” 303). In this manner, then, the ְכּ ָמ ִרים
are thus identified by Uehlinger as those who are presenting such sacrifices to the various gods mentioned, which
should be identified as astral deities.
29

Still, one does not need to accept such a critical evaluation of the text to argue for a close association
between  ְכּ ָמ ִריםand  ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִרים. Even by accepting the relative clause (or parts thereof) as original to the text, it could
well be that the  ְו, which begins the second accusative clause, is an explicative  ְו. Such a translation would thus read
to the affect: “He terminated the … ְכּ ָמ ִריםthat is, those who burnt food offering to…” Even when a relative clause has
been inserted between two items, it would appear that they could still stand in apposition to one another; see for
instance, Judg 6:25, 1 Sam 17:40 and Mal 3:1 for possible examples, which are taken from David Baker’s article,
which have, by some scholars, been defended as explicative ( ְוDavid W. Baker, “Further Examples of the Waw
Explicativum,” VT 30 [1980]: esp. 135–36).
30

With regard to his position that the presence of two accusatives indicates two separate acts, in favor of this,
he references B.Barrick, who stipulates that the two groups are “being clearly differentiated syntactically” (Barrick,
The King and the Cemeteries: Toward a New Understanding of Josiah’s Reforms, SVT 88 [Leiden: Brill, 2002],
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Yet, even if we allow, with Pietsch, that two separate groups are being referenced, with or
without any further additions, it would appear that they are being closely associated, seeing that
they are governed by the same verb.31 This close link would thus seem to support a connection
between the  ְכּמ ִָריand the subsequent deities listed in the last half of the verse, all of which ם
appear to relate to an astral cult.32 What’s more, the picture presented here, of the  ְכּמ ִָריםhaving
some sort of association with idols, possibly even some sort of astral cult, corresponds well to
Zeph 1:4,33 which reads as follows:
שׁלָם
ָ שׁבֵי י ְרוּ
ְ ְונָטִיתִ י י ָדִ י עַל־י ְהוּדָ ה ְועַל כָּל־יוֹ
שׁם ַה ְכּמ ִָרים ֲהנִים־הַכֹּעִם
ֵ שׁאַר ַה ַבּעַל אֶת־
ְ ְו ִהכ ְַרתִּ י מִן־ ַהמָּקוֹם ַהזֶּה אֶת־
שׁ ָמי ִם
ָ ּ שׁתַּ ֲחוִים עַל־ ַהגַּגּוֹת לִצבָא ַה
ְ אֶת־ ַה ִמּ ְו
שׁ ָבּעִים ְבּ ַמ ְלכָּם
ְ ִשׁ ָבּעִים לַיהוָה ַהנּ
ְ ִשׁתַּ ֲחוִים ַהנּ
ְ ְואֶת־ ַה ִמּ
Here again, we find a reference to an astral cult (as indicated by the phrase שׁ ָמי ִם
ָ ּ עַל־ לִצבָא ַה
שׁתַּ ֲחוִים ַהגַּגּוֹת
ְ  ) ְואֶת־ ַה ִמּin close proximity to the term  ְכּמ ִָרHence, this is consi .יםstent with the

68). Ironically, Barrick argues against Uehlinger’s position of making the two phrases appositional by rejecting
Uehlinger’s contention that the relative clause is a later addition, a position, in part (at least with respect to the
phrase associated with ) ַוי ְ ַקטֵּרadhered to by Pietsch (Barrick, The King and the Cemeteries, 68 n.13). Hence, by
advocating for this later insertion, Pietsch actually would make it more likely for an appositional use of the  ְוthan
less in the original text, at least in view of Barrick’s argument.
31

Hence, that would seem to argue for a closer association between the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםand  ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִריםthan, against
Pietsch, between the  ְכּ ָמ ִריand v. 4 ם
32

It could be that the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםare the priests of these deities, while  ם ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִריare their worshippers.

33

Here, we encounter another problem to Pietsch’s approach. Although presenting an alternative reading of 2
Kgs 23:5 which more closely associated the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםwith the temple cultus more so than the astral deities mentioned at
the end of v. 5, Pietsch still allows for the possibility that the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםwere associated with an astral cult. He does so,
though, not on the basis of the textual evidence (which, for him, provides no certainty), but the religious
phenomenon known to have occurred in this area at this time. He further allows that, considering Zeph1:4 (one of
the other two passages where the noun appears) belonged to the same time frame as the Reform report, there, too,
the  ְכּ ָמ ִריםcould have been associated with the astral cult (Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder ‘Astralklutpriester’?” 252;
also see n.27). Nevertheless, he still holds that this cannot be substantiated from the sources with any sort of
certainty. Yet, problematic for Pietsch, as there appears to be a close association between  ְכּ ָמ ִריםand  ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִרים, which
also allows for a strong connection with the subsequent mention of the astral deities, a similar close relation is
visible, as will be seen, in Zeph 1:4–5 between  ְכּ ָמ ִריםand pagan deities, including astral gods.
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position taken for the  ְכּמ ִָריםof 2 Kgs 23:5.34 It is to be noted, though, that in the same context, the
worship of Baal is mentioned as well as the worship of Milcom.35 Thus, in the least, from these
two texts, it can be asserted that the  ְכּמ ִָריםare found in close association with pagan worship,
including that of some sort of astral cult.36 So, not only is there historical support, of which
Pietsch references,37 for seeing an association between the  ְכּמ ִָריםand an astral cult, there is also
textual support for this association.
Even if one is not convinced of such a specific link to some sort of astral cult, certainly
both passages, taken as they presently stand, support the notion that, at least with its development
in Hebrew,  ְכּמ ִָריםis used with reference to idolatrous priests rather than the neutral use of the
term as found in other Semitic instances. This contention is further buttressed by the last
reference to  ְכּמ ִָריםin Hos 10:5, which reads:
שׁכַן י ָגוּרוּ
ְ אָוֶן בֵּית ְל ֶעגְלוֹת שֹׁמְרוֹן
ָעלָיו וּ ְכמ ָָריו אַמּוֹ ָעלָיו כִּי־אָבַל
ִממֶּנּוּ כִּי־ ָגּלָה עַל־כְּודוֹ יָגִילוּ
There seems to be good reason to regard these priests as idolatrous, at least from the
perspective of Hosea.38 First, clearly they are associated with the  ֶעגְלוֹתof בֵּית אָוֶן. Considering the
34

It should further be noted, that, again, similar to our 2 Kgs passage, mention is made of both  ְכּ ָמ ִריםas well as
כּ ֹ ֲהנִים. Hence, this would further support the contention that these two groups ought to be viewed as two different
sorts of priesthood.
35

It would seem that, with this reference, some sort of syncretism is being referenced, since it is combined with
the worship of Yahweh, in that it speaks of “those who swear by” both Yahweh and Milcom ( שׁ ָבּעִים
ְ ִשׁ ָבּעִים לַיהוָה ְו ַהנּ
ְ ִַהנּ
) ְבּ ַמ ְלכָּם.
36

Pietsch’s attempt to explain these verses in light of the phrase שׁאָר ַה ָבּעַל
ְ , in that this is the controlling phrase,
with the other accusative objects connected and standing in apposition to it (Pietsch, “’Götzenpfaffen’ oder
‘Astralklutpriester’?“ 249), while attractive, encounters the problem of there being no evident grammatical feature
that distinguishes this accusative clause from the others (note that, in this line of reasoning, he is understanding the
reference to  ַבּעַלas something of an overriding term for the totality of foreign religious practices). Rather, the same
grammatical construction (the DO marker, followed by the noun) is found in all four expressions.
37

See n. 33.

38

Barrick here attempts to argue for the reference of  ְכּ ָמ ִריםbeing to Yahwistic priests. Yet, despite his claim
that they “are plainly priests of Yahweh cultus at Bethel…” he offers no argument why such is the case (Barrick,
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context, especially the implied judgment of the  ֶעגְלוֹת,39 these objects, which would seem to be the
bull calves set up at Bethel by Jeroboam, as recorded in 1 Kgs 12:25ff, were construed
negatively by the author. Whether they were in some way associated with a differing form of
Yahwism found in the Northern Kingdom, from the perspective of the author, they are likely
viewed as idolatrous, specifically as a violation of a tradition which is reflected in Exod
20:4/Deut 5:8.40 Seeing that the  ְכּמ ִָריםare here clearly referenced as the  ְכּמ ִָריםof the  ֶעשְׁלוֹת, this
would correspond to the overall portrait found in Zeph 1:4 and 2 Kgs 23:5 regarding the  ְכּמ ִָריםas
being associated with pagan worship.
Thus, when the textual evidence is examined, rather than retaining its neutrality as found
elsewhere, it would seem that, in Hebrew, the term  ְכּמ ִָריםhas evolved to refer to, in the least, a
priesthood associated with pagan worship, possibly, in the southern kingdom,41 to an astral cult.
Hence, it seems that Sweeney offers a sound summation: “The term kōmer, generally translated
as “idolatrous priest,” is derived from an Aramaic/Syriac and Akkadian loanword42 that simply
means “priests,” but it takes on a connotation of idolatry or illegitimacy in biblical Hebrew.”43

The King and the Cemeteries, 68). It could be that Barrick’s position and the one offered above are actually not that
far removed. From the Northern Kingdom’s perpective, such priests were considered as “priests of Yahweh,” but
from the perspective of Hosea, they were pagan priests. This would be further affirmed by Barrick’s observation that
the prophet uses the term  ְכּ ָמ ִריםto disparage this particular cult (Barrick, The King and the Cemeteries, 68). As
witnessed above, in the broader ANE,  ְכּ ָמריםwas a neutral term used to designate priests. Only by some sort of
internal Hebraic development, in which this neutral term took on negative connotations, could it serve as a derisive
designation. The most likely explanation for this, considering the overall textual evidence, is that this term has
become associated with pagan worship and, thus, is not a fit term for a legitimate priest of Yahweh.
39

Which would be indicated by the mention of its “going into exile” ()גָלָה, as well as the reaction of the people
to its fate, in that they ”mourn” ( )אָבַלfor it. Additionally, Stuart states that the name  בֵּית אָוֶןis a “scornful nickname”
(Douglas Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, WBC 31 [Waco TX: Word, 1987], 161).
40

As Stuart stipulates, “There, the bull, perhaps understood by some as merely a platform for Yahweh, though
by others as either an actual representation of Yahweh or even a god in its own right, was a symbol of rebellion,
violating the prohibition against graven images (Exod 20:4–5)” (Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 161).
41

Note that is the distinguishing element with respect to the Kings and Zephaniah passages, as opposed to

Hosea.
42

As noted above, Pietsch argues that the word is primarily of Aramaic origin.

43

Marvin A. Sweeney, I & II Kings: A Commentary, OTL (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 2007),
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So, then, considering that this priesthood is connected to בָּמוֹת, this would thus provide
evidence that these sites were used for pagan worship, with the possibility existing of the specific
practice of an astral cult. The question that remains is whether 2 Kgs 23 provides evidence for
the utilization of  בָּמוֹתfor Yahwistic worship. To answer that, we must now examine the relation
of the  ְכּמ ִָריםof v. 5 to the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםof vv. 8–9.
 ְכּמ ִָריםof v. 5 versus  נִיםכּ ֹ ֲהof vv. 8–9
The question at hand is whether the  כְּמָ ִריםof v. 5 are the same as the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםof vv. 8–9. So
for instance,44 I. Provan supports the notion that the  ְכּמ ִָריםof v. 5 are to be equated with the כּ ֹ ֲהנִים

447.
44

Another possible example is that of Abba, who allows for the possible equation of the two priesthoods. In
doing so, he adds something of a twist to the explanation of such by enlarging upon the groups mentioned in v. 8: “It
is possible that ‘all the priests out of the cities of Judah’, mentioned in verse 8, included others besides ‘the priests of
the high places” who were debarred from approaching the Jerusalem altar, according to verse 9. The latter are
clearly the ‘idolatrous priests referred to in verse 5” (Raymond Abba, Priests and Levites in Ezekiel,” VT 28 [1978]:
4). Hence, the priests who did not take part of the idolatrous worship at  בָּמוֹתwere allowed full privileges of priestly
service at Jerusalem. Only the  בָּמוֹתpriests were prohibited in v. 9 “from ministering at the altar in Jerusalem, while
the latter were admitted to the full privileges of the Jerusalem priesthood” (Raymond Abba, Priests and Levites in
Ezekiel,” 4). Against this view, though, whereas it is possible that there were priests who did not serve at בָּמוֹת, v. 8
does not seem to imply such or at least is not dealing with such. Rather, it would seem that the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםthere are
directly tied to the בָּמוֹת.
It is not really very clear whether Abba himself holds to this notion or is simply advancing it as a possibility.
This is actually a part of his analysis of the relation of Levites and Priests as found in Ezekiel, which is itself, as will
shortly be noted, a part of a broader discussion. Here, Abba is specifically attempting to answer the question as to
what sort of rebellion Ezekiel is referring to, which the Zadokite priesthood, unlike the non-Zadokite, Levitical
priesthood, refused to participate in. Hence, one possibility is the religious apostasy as recorded in the Reform
report. Abba, though, rejects this, noting that the Zadokite priesthood, who presumably had charge of the temple,
were just as guilty as the rural priests, seeing that the account speaks a great deal of apostate worship occurring
within the Temple.
Concerning this broader discussion, then, Abba’s work is part of a larger debate regarding the relation of vv. 8–
9’s presentation of the priesthood with that of Deut 18:6–8 and Ezek 44:10f. As Eynkikel observes, “The whole
problem focuses on the question of whether the ‘priests of the high places’ in v. 9 are to be equated with the Levites
of Deut 18:6–8” [Erik Eynikel, The Reform of King Josiah and the Composition of the Deuteronomistic History
[Leiden; New York: Brill, 1996], 241). The critical view, which regards these texts as interrelated, holds that, as a
result of the Josianic reforms, the rural priesthood were relocated to Jerusalem. There, they began pressing for
participation in the Temple cultic service, which at the time was a privilege reserved for the Zadokite priesthood.
Deut 18:6–8 is an attempt to deal with the problem, whereas 2 Kgs 23:8–9 is a record of its failure to resolve the
problem. “Consequently, the issue of Zadokite supremacy and the question of the fate of the non-Zadokite priests
are settled at last only by Ezek 44, which finally sanctions the admission of the country-priests to the Jerusalem
temple, so dignified unreservedly with the title ‘Levites,” but firmly restricts them to an inferior clerical status” (J.
Gordon McConville, “Priests and Levites in Ezekiel. A Crux in the Interpretation of Israel’s History,” TB 34 [1983]:
6; note he and Abba contend for positions that are contrary to the critical view; in addition to the aforementioned
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of vv. 8–9. In doing so, he makes three points by which he contests efforts to differentiate these
two groups. Foundational to his argument is the notion that the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםof vv. 8–9 are not
legitimate, Yahwistic priests. First, he notes that vv. 8–9 are located in the midst of an account
which deals with Josianic actions against idolatrous worship. Hence, the notion that vv. 8–9 are
dealing with Yahwistic priests does not fit its context. To buttress this contention, he further
notes that the verb used here,  ָקטַל, to describe the actions of the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםis the same used with
regard to idolatrous worship elsewhere in the Reform report, as well as in the book of Kings.
Additionally, the verb employed here to describe Josiah’s actions against it,  ָטמָא, is only used in
the Reform report concerning idolatrous sites. Hence, he stipulates that: “If the authors of Kings
means us to think these are not idolatrous priests, they have not gone out of their way to make
that apparent.”45
Secondly, he stipulates that understanding the present passage as representing legitimate,
Yahwistic worship would require “that we take the passage as telling us of both orthodox and
idolatrous high places functioning in the towns of Judah and in Jerusalem throughout
Manasseh’s reign.”46 That Manasseh would allow such, especially in the city-gate of Jerusalem is
highly doubtful.
Finally, he avers that, in light of Josiah’s faithful adherence to the Law, it is difficult to
accept his denial of the priests their legal rights as prescribed in Deut 18:6–8. Deut 18 allows for
any Levite to come to Jerusalem and minister before Yahweh and to receive equal portions of the
food offerings to eat. Yet, it would appear that Provan here understands the actions taken against
the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםas precluding this right.

article by Abba, see also Raymond Abba, “Priests and Levites in Deuteronomy,” VT 27 [1977]: 257–67).
45

Iain W Provan, I and 2 Kings, NIBC, (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995), 276.

46

Provan, I and 2 Kings, 276.
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Regarding his second point, one chief difficulty here is that he is relying upon a
presumption that during Manasseh’s reign, no true Yahwistic worship was possible. Yet,
Chronicles posits that very thing as happening, and specifically with regard with בָּמוֹת: בָל עוֹד ָהעָם ֲא
ז ֹ ְבחִים ַבּבָּמוֹת ַרק לַיהוָה אֱ'הִ ֵיהֶם.47 Whereas the historicity of the Chronicler’s account is widely
disputed, and hence Provan may discount such a report as unhistorical, it very well could be that
the Chronicle’s account, though, broadly, unreliable, yet, here, provides a historically correct
piece of information. This is further buttressed by the notion that what is explicitly stated there is
in Kings possibly inferred. So the prospect of the existence of Yahwistic  בָּמוֹתduring the reign of
Manasseh cannot be easily dismissed.
As to Provan’s first and third points, W. Nicholson has argued for a translation of vv. 8–9,
which not only would indicate that the authors of Kings did provide sufficient indication that the
 כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםshould be regarded as Yahwistic, but that Josiah recognized such by his treatment of them
in line with the prescriptions outlined in Deut 18:6–8. Provan’s understanding of these verses is
predicated on what may be referred as the traditional translation of vv. 8–9, which is normally
understood as meaning that Josiah forcibly relocated the  בָּמוֹתpriests from the countryside to
Jerusalem. Whereas, there, they are allowed to partake of the priestly food allotment, they
nevertheless were prohibited from altar service.48
Nicholson, though, offers an alternative translation. Nicholson’s argument for such focuses

47

2 Chron 33:17.

48

Provan’s first and third points seems to contradict. In his first point, his argument consists of stipulating that
the  בָּמוֹתpriests could not have been faithful Yahwistic priests because the passage is located in the midst of
references to idolatrous worship. The inference would thus be that the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםalso participated in such acts. His last
point relies upon Josiah’s faithfully practicing Deuteronomistic law and hence not withholding temple service to
legitimate Yahwistic priests. Yet, would not it be a correct assumption, based on Deuteronomy, that anything short
of death for idolatrous priests would itself be an infringement of Deuteronomisitic law? There is textual evidence
from Deuteronomy that the correct practice would be to execute such priests (13:1f; 17:1–7; 18:20). Hence, if these
are idolatrous priests, and not priests violating the centralization command, then a law-abiding Josiah would be
required to put them to death.
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upon two phrases found in vv. 8–9. The first is ָ ַויָּבֵא אֶת־כָּל־ה ְַכּ ֹ ֲהנִים ֵמע ֵָרי י ְהוּדwhich is normally ,ה
rendered something to the effect, “And he brought all the priests out of the cities of Judah…”
The second phrase is the last half of v. 9, specifically, א יַעֲלוּ כּ ֹ ֲהנֵי הבָּמוֹת אֶל־ ִמזְבַּח י ְהוָה9, normally
translated “the priests of the high places did not come up to the altar of the Lord…”49
Nicholson begins his examination by analyzing the syntagm  ָעלָה+  אֶלin v. 9. He notes that
when the idea is that of officiating at the altar, the preposition used with  ָעלָהis not  אֶלbut עַל.
When  אֶלis used, the notion is “not in any technical sense, as in the case of “ עלה על מזבחto
officiate at an altar,” but straightforwardly of the movement of persons from one place to
another.”50 This would thus indicate physical movement from one location to another, but not
some sort of officiating at the altar. Other similar syntagms employing the preposition  אֶלalso
indicate physical movement,51 but “all these are distinct from the priestly ritual action of
officiating at an altar for which the technical term is consistently עלה על מזבח.”52 He counters any
argument regarding the possibility of textual corruption by noting that there exists no textual
evidence for a scribal substitute of  אֶלfor עַל. From this, then, he surmises that the premise of the
priest being relocated to Jerusalem is incorrect, because the syntagm does not indicate officiating
at an altar but of actual, physical movement toward the altar, or where the altar is located,
namely Jerusalem. Hence, he stipulates: “What it narrates is that, though their altars had been
destroyed, they did not at any time journey to Jerusalem ( )לא יעלו אלto seek to engage in the cult
at the altar there. Evidently none of them wished to avail himself of the provision made in Deut
18, 6–8 for altarless rural priests, or such provision was not considered workable.”53
49

Both translations taken from the ESV.
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Ernest Nicholson, “Josiah and the Priests of the High Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9),” ZAW 119 (2007): 503.
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He includes here נָגַשׁ,  ָק ַרבand  ֶאל+ בּוֹא.
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Nicholson, “Josiah and the Priests of the High Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9),” 504.
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Nicholson, “Josiah and the Priests of the High Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9),” 505.
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Regarding the prior clause of 8a, he begins his discussion by noting the adversative use of
!ַ אat the beginning of v. 9. As he observes, it “signals a qualificatory or limiting clause
emphasizing what follows but also by implication drawing a contrast with something that
precedes. That is, it reads like a reservation excluding something which might otherwise have
been expected.”54 The point he is driving at is that there was some sort of verbal action relayed in
v. 8, which would normally have led to further action, but which the adversative clause indicated
did not occur. He, thus, queries what is the verbal action that was so limited? It is important to
recall that the adversative clause indicates what did not happen. They did not go up to, as in
physical movement, the altar in Jerusalem. Hence, the action that was so limited had to have
something to do with the possibility of going up to Jerusalem/the altar.
At this juncture, he raises the possibility that בּוֹא, in the hiphil, can connote the sense of
“allowing someone to come” or “to grant something to someone.” An example he provides is
that of Gen 18:19: “( ְל ַמעַן ָהבִיא י ְהוָה עַל־אַב ְָרהָם אֵת ֲאהֶר־דְּ בֶּר ָעלָיוso that the Lord may grant to
Abraham what he has promised him”).55 On this basis, then, the sense for 8a should be “and he
allowed [or “granted”] them to come…” with the Jerusalem temple being the unstated
destination. This would correspond, then, with adversative clause in that Josiah, in accordance
with Deut 18:6–8, allowed the rural Levitical  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםto come to Jerusalem to take up temple
ministry, but, for whatever reason, they refused to do so.56
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Nicholson, “Josiah and the Priests of the High Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9),” 509.
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Other examples which he points to are: Ps 78:29; 1 Chr 4:10; Esth 5:12, Num 14:24.
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Nicholson also tackles two other questions with regard to v. 9. One is the meaning of  ַמצּוֹת, which he
contends is a likely reference to the requirement upon the Israelites to provide for the Levites as found in
Deuteronomy. This relates closely to the second question concerning who is meant by  ֲאחֵיהֶם. Normally, with regard
to the older views, it is taken to be the Zadokite priesthood in Jerusalem. Yet, seeing that this can no longer be the
case, he notes that in Deuteronomy, the term  אַחִיםis distinctly used “for Israel as a society and community”
(Nicholson, “Josiah and the Priests of the High Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9),” 507). Hence, it is the Levites fellow
Israelites which are in view (for his discussion of these matter, see Nicholson, “Josiah and the Priests of the High
Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9),” 507–9).
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So then, on this basis, Provan’s objections regarding the contextual factors and Josiah’s
breech of Deuteronomistic law are countered. The text does give indication that the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםare
Yahwistic in that it speaks of the opportunity afforded to them to go to Jerusalem and take up
temple ministry.57 Additionally, as opposed to Josiah’s breech of Deut 18:6–8, the text affirms
that he upheld the requirement of allowing any Levite access to ministry at the Jerusalem temple.
Hence, rather than viewing the  כּ ֹ ֲה ִנ ֶיםas idolatrous priests, the text affirms their Yahwistic
character. Thus, just as v. 5 would support the general58 use of  בָּמוֹתfor non-Yahwistic worship,
vv. 8–9 would support the notion of their employment for Yahwistic worship based upon the
various priesthoods which serviced these sites.

 בָּמוֹתof vv. 8–9
The next description concerning  בָּמוֹתfound in the Reform report occurs in vv. 8–9.
Between the first and second mention of בָּמוֹת, Josiah continues his reforms with respect to the
temple proper. V. 6 mentions the removal of the  ֲאשׁ ֵָרהfrom the temple, with v. 7 describing his
actions against the “( בָּתֵּ י ַהקְּדֵ שִׁיםhouses of the male prostitutes”) and the  בָּתִּ ים ָל ֲאשׁ ֵָרהwhich the
57

Hence, regarding the contextual features that Provan points to, it would seem that a direct indication of the
nature of this priesthood overrides any sort of indirect evidence. Nicholson, though, does as well struggle with the
overall context in which vv. 8–9 are placed. Yet, his conclusions is that they are out of place with their surrounding
and thus indicate that they are a later addition (see Ernest Nicholson, “Once Again Josiah and the Priests of the High
Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9),” ZAW [2012]: 363–65). With respect to this, though, see Appendix A for a defense that
such placement is intentional (as Lohfink demonstrates), with the purpose actually being to highlight this
centralization command implied by such actions (see above, under introduction).
58

It is important to recall that v. 5 presents the presence of such  בָּמוֹתas prevalent throughout the land,
including in the vicinity around Jerusalem. One could point to v. 13, with the reference to  בָּמוֹתbuilt for the various
idols, as evidence for such, but not on a large scale nor as utilized by native-born Judeans. It could be that, as
Barrick stipulates, Solomon’s “ בָּמוֹתwere cultic enclaves on Israelite soil, established by the state to further its
diplomatic and commercial aims and patronized primarily by alien residents in the capital” (W. Boyd Barrick, “The
Word BMH in the Old Testament,” [PhD. Diss., The University of Chicago, 1977], 344). Gleis also holds a similar
view, stating, in addition to their being restricted to the vicinity of Jerusalem, that: “Diese bmwt dienen nicht dem
Volkskult, sondern der privaten Götterverehrung durch die ausländischen Frauen Solomos...Der Kult in den bmwt
am Ölberg bleibt Privatangelegenheit des königlichen Harems” (note that he further stipulates that Solomon’s בָּמוֹת
should be reckoned as historically doubtful, because they are represented as Solomon’s personal sin, thus reinforcing
the Deuteronomist’s effort to portray the pre-divided kingdom as בָּמוֹת-free; Matthias Gleis, Die Bamah, BZAW
[Berlin/New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1997], 110–1).
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woman were weaving ()א ְֹרגוֹת.59
With vv. 8–9, the reform efforts move beyond the temple, as well as Jerusalem.60 Vv. 8–9
picture Josiah as desecrating all the  בָּמוֹתthroughout the land of Judah.61 Additionally, as already
discussed, Josiah permits the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםtheir rites to temple service, of which they refuse to take part
in. Nevertheless, their right to continued support by their fellow Israelites was observed.
In v. 8, we are introduced to a particular  ;בָּמוֹתa ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמות ֹ( בָּמוֹת הof the gates). This phrase
relates to two factors in our investigation of the  בָּמוֹתphenomena. Obviously, it says something
about the possible location of such sites. Secondly, as will presently be noted, some attempt to
argue that ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הshould be repointed and hence understood as some sort of Satyr cult.
Thus, if this would be the case, it could very will challenge the prior argument that the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםare
to be considered as Yahwistic priests, seeing that, at least contextually, there is a close
connection between the two. In consideration of this last point, then, our particular focus will
seek to answer the question of how word שׁע ִָרים
ַ should be vocalized.62
One other element which will here be taken up is the use of the verb  ָקטַרto describe the
sort of function which is occurring at בָּמוֹת. This is the second occurrence of the verb in relation
to בָּמוֹת. Here two factors will be attended to. First, what is the sense of the word? Secondly, does
the word indicate a negative evaluation of the priestly ministry taking place at  ?בָּמוֹתWith regard
to the first factor, the work of D. Edelman will play a significant role in the following analysis.
59

This last clause is a particularly to translate. For the possible renderings, as well as textual variants, one
should consult T.R. Hobbs, 2 Kings, WBC 13, (Waco, TX: Word, 1985), 330; Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 619; Provan, I
and 2 Kings, 276; James A. Montgomery and Henry S. Gehen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book
of Kings, ICC, (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1986) 530, 539.
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Note, this is also the case in v. 5, as already observed above.
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The phrase  עַד־ ְבּ ֵאר ִמ ֶגּבַעwould seem to indicate such.

62

Whereas there are other issues that relate to the ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה, these are ancillary to our purpose here. Two
other questions related to the discussion of ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הwill be treated in Appendix B. These questions concern how
its location, specifically the phrase שׁעַר ָהעִיר
ַ שׂמא ֹול ִאישׁ ְבּ
ְ שׁר־עַל־
ֶ שׂר־ ָהעִיר ֲא
ַ שׁ ַע
ֻ שׁער י ְהוֹ
ַ שׁר־פֶּתח
ֶ  ֲא, should be understood
and whether it possible that a city other than Jerusalem, specifically Beer-Sheba, is the actual place of ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה.
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As to the second factor, as already observed above in our review of Provan’s argument with
respect to  ְכּמ ִָרים, the piel stem of  ָקטַרonly appears in Kings in the context of idolatrous worship.63
Hence, an examination will follow to determine whether the piel use of  ָקטַרconnotes, via its
conjugation, an inherent negative sense.
ַשׁ בָּמוֹת
ְ ּ ע ִָריםה: A Question of Repointing
The basis for the possible repointing of ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  הresides in the use of the plural form for
ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ ה, which would seem to contradict the singular use of שׁעַר
ַ found subsequently in v. 8, with
both seemingly referring to the same complex.64 So, in order to eliminate this problem, different
emendations have been suggested.
The more popular emendation65 is to repoint the word to read ִירים
ִ שׂע
ְ , “goat,” by which, as
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Provan, I and 2 Kings, 275.
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It should be noted that the plural use of  בָּמוֹתis also regarded as problematic (see J.A. Emerton, “’The High
Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” VT 44 [1994], 455–56). Emerton argues that “the needs of the context
strongly suggest that the singular should be read here, and the change of vocalization should probably be accepted.”
He argues that the use of the plural here could have been due to the influence of vv. 5, 8a and 9 (Emerton, “ ‘The
High Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” 456). He does concede that the only textual evidence for the singular
comes from the Peshitta, which translates  בָּמוֹתwith ʿltʾ, “altar” (Emerton, “’The High Places of the Gates’ in 2
Kings XXIII 8,” 456). Yet, the evidence can be read differently, as evinced by Snaith who states: “None of the
ancient versions have ‘high-places,’ but have either the singular or ‘altars (Syriac ʿlawātāʾ: ‘altars’ is to be preferred
here to ‘high-places’)” (Norman H. Snaith, “The Meaning of ‘שׂע ִִרם
ְ ’,” VT 25 [1975]: 115). The LXX also uses the
singular, but has τόν οἶκον (note that Gray, on the basis of the LXX, renders this as  ;בֵּיתGray, I & II Kings, 730,
whereas, for this reason (that it signified  ) ַבּי ִתEmerton seems to dismiss this as evidence (Emerton, “’The High
Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” 456)). Hence, the textual evidence demonstrates uncertainly with regard to
the signification of the word. Yet, it should be noted that only the Targum and the LXX allows for the singular, with
the LXX introducing even more uncertainty into the text with οἶκον; other translations, which do take the sense to be
“altars” (such as the Vulgate and the Quinta) still retain a plural. On the weight of it, then, it would seem the textual
evidence does not provide sufficient support to render this as a singular. In defense of the plural with reference to a
singular  ָבּ ָמה, Vaughan provides two possible explanations. One is that the “MT is preserving a variant (but correct)
vocalization of the feminine singular construct, under the influence of Phoenician” (Vaughan, The Meaning of
‘BĀMA’ in the Old Testament, 14). The second possibility is that this is an example of the plural of local extension.
As Williams stipulates: “A plural word may refer to a single object that consists of several part…” (Ronald J.
Williams, Williams’s Hebrew Syntax, 3d ed. [Toronto, Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press, 2007], 3).
Vaughan notes that, whereas 23:8 is a clear example of such an instance, there are a number of places where this
takes place (Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘BĀMA’ in the Old Testament, 14). This notion would fit well with the nature
of a  ָבּ ָמהthat is being argued for here; in that, what constituted a  ָבּ ָמהinvolved a variety of cultic apparatus. Hence, a
 ָבּ ָמהhad several parts.
65
One possible rendering (which has received little support) was put forward by H.H. Hirschberg, who argued
that שׁעַר
ַ in Lev 14:9, on the basis of the similarity between it and the Arabian word ʾashʿar, which means ”pubis,
should likewise be understood here. From this, then, he claimed that ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  הin 2 Kgs 23:8 should as well be
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is evident in Šanda, it is then equated with Lev 17:5, 7 as well as 2 Chr 11:15. As Šanda further
stipulates: “Wie der Name (Bock) besagt, wurden sie wahrscheinlich in Bocksgestalt
abgebildet.”66 Hence, the translation of “Satyr,” or “goat-demon.”67 Montgomery suggests that a
good English equivalent would be “hobgoblin,” further noting: “The term is to be interpreted as a
scoffing allusion to the debased ancient deities, as in the cited passages of Lev and Ch.”68 Yet,
there is no textual support for this repointing.69 It is merely a supposition based upon the
problematic interchange between the singular and the plural.
Yet J. Gray puts another possibility forward. Gray, while noting the more popular
rendering of ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  הas ִירים
ִ שׂע
ְ , prefers the to read שׁע ִָרים
ְ as שׁוֹע ֲִרים, “gate-keepers.” He stipulates
that, in the text of Lev 17:7, ִירם
ִ שׂע
ְ refers to guardian deities associated with the threshold of the

translated as “genitals” or as “phallus.” He then appeals to S. Iwry, who, he argues, stipulates that  ָבּ ָמcan have the ה
sense of a “cultic pillar.” Hence, the translation would be “columns of the genitals” or “phallus.” Additionally, with
regard to genitals, he appeals to a report of Herodotus in which he records seeing columns on which female genitals
had been engraved in Syria Palestine. Regarding the possible translation “phallus,” he observes that a glossator
added שׁעַר
ַ שׂמ ֹאול ִאישׁ ְבּ
ְ שׁר־עַל־
ֶ “ ֲאwhich seems to be a distortion of “ אשׁר צלמו מאול אישׁ בשׁער העירthat one engraved a
phallus on the gate of the city” (Harris H. Hirschberg, “Some Additional Arabic Etymologies in Old Testament
Lexicography,” VT 11 [1961]: 381). He likewise comes to the same conclusion with the use of שׁע ִָרים
ְ in Lev 17:7
and 2 Chr 16:15. Note, as Emerton points out, though he does not specify so, nevertheless Hirschberg’s utilization of
the Arabic word ʾashʿar, in order to make this comparison, requires a change from  שׁto that of שׂ. Further, Emerton
makes two arguments against Hirschberg’s position. First, he stipulates that “the attempt to find the same root in Lev
xiv 9, xvii 7 and 2 Chr xi 15 is unconvincing (does Lev xvii 7 really refer to sacrifice to female genitals or the
phallus?)…” (Emerton, “’The High Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” 457). Secondly, Emerton contends that
the idea  ָבּ ָמהcan mean column is a “dubious assumption” (Emerton, “’The High Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings
XXIII 8,” 457). As Emerton points out, Iwry’s position, reflecting Albright’s understanding of  ָבּ ָמהas a funerary
cairn, might only have meant to associate a stele or a cairn with a  ָבּ ָמה, not actually to have defined one as such.
(Emerton, “’The High Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” 457).
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Albert Šanda, Die Bücher der Könige: Übersetzt und erklärt (Münster: Aschendort, 1911), 344.
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According to Barthélemy, Houbigant “proposait de ponctuer ici ַשׂ ִא ִרים
ְ ּ  הen se référant à Lv 17,7 qui interdit
qu’on leur offre des sacrifices.” He then notes that this conjecture was reprised by Graetz in 1875 (Dominque
Barthélemy ; Critique textuelle de l’Ancien Testament : rapport final du comité pour l’analyse textuelle de l’Ancien
Testament hébrew institut par l’Alliance biblique Universelle, (Fribourg, Suisse ; Göttingen: Editions Universitz;
Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982–6), 419. Later, as Emerton notes, this rendering is also supported by F. Hoffmann in
1882 (see Emerton, “’The High Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” 458).
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Montgomery and Gehman, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Kings, 532.
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As Snaith observes, who further explains that the only alternative reading to gates in found in the Lucianic
cursives b o c2 and e2, which read τὀν οἶκον τῶν ὑψηῶν (Snaith, “The Meaning of ִירים
ִ שׂע
ְ ,” 116).
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gate, who had to possibly be propitiated in the Passover rite by the smearing of the doorposts.
Hence, the preferred reading of שׁוֹע ֲִרים, “gate-keepers.” He further proposes that this may be an
indication of the existence in Judah of the bull-collossi,“which represents the guardian genii of
the entrance in Assyrian palaces.”70 Yet, this suggestion runs into the same troubles as the
former. As with the last revision, as Jones notes, this rendering has no support from other texts.71
Further, Emerton observes that Gray’s argument is one hypotheses built upon another. He first
hypothesizes that the Passover rite involves these sort of gate deities who had to be propitiated,
an explanation which then is extended to the conjectured notion about city gates, which thus
supports the idea of “the existence of Assyrian colossi in Judah without archaeological
evidence.”72
So, it appears that both of the above renderings run afoul of the same problems: they are
lacking in textual support and they appear highly hypothetical. In light of this, Emerton has
offered an attractive explanation of this phrase, which requires no such repointing. His solution is
based upon the possible way in which Palestinian gate complexes were constructed.73 He points
to archaeological evidence from the gate complex unearthed at Dan to stipulate that such a
complex was composed of an inner and outer gate. This has further textual support, specifically
from 2 Sam 18:24, where it mentions David ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ שׁנֵי ה
ְ “( יוֹשֵׁב בֵּין־sitting between the two gates”).
From this, then, Emerton concludes that the phrase ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה, by its use of the plural, “refers
to a shrine situated between two gates.”74
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Gray, I & II Kings, 730.
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Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 2:621.
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Emerton, “’The High Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” 457–58.
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Emerton understands the ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הas associated with the city gate and not as associated with a personal
gate of the governor Joshua. This relates directly to our second question and will be discussed more fully there.
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As to the use of the singular שׁעַר
ַ in v. 8, Emerton again points to the same narrative
concerning the execution of Absalom (found in 2 Sam 18:9–19:8). Later, in 19:9, we again find
David sitting at the same gate complex, but this time it records that he was sitting ְשׁעַר
ָ ּ בּ, “at the
gate.” Emerton thus comments: “He presumably sat in one of the two gateways,75 but it was not
thought necessary here to specify which one was intended.” From this he concludes that the
singular שׁעַר
ַ in v. 8 refers to the whole complex, while the use of the plural “distinguishes
between the inner and outer gate because it is relevant to the situation of the bāmâ between the
two.”76 In this way, Emerton seems to offer a fairly sensible explanation of the problem as well
as a suitable reading of the text, without recourse to unsupported textual emendation.
In view of Emerton’s explanation, this would seem to cast some light onto the essence of
 ָבּמָה, even if only indirectly. Considering that this particular  ָבּמָהwas located between the gate
complex, in the least, the sort of architecturally sophisticated structures envisioned by some
(such a as temple-like structure) would seem unlikely for such a locale.

ִקטֵּר
The Sense of  קָטַ רin the piel stem
The last issue that will be dealt with in this section concerns the verb ( ָקטַרin the piel stem),
which is the only indication given in 2 Kgs 23 concerning the cultic functions which took place
at בָּמוֹת. Two elements of the verb’s use will be investigated here. First, what does the verb
signify, as it is conjugated in the piel stem? Secondly, does this particular verb provide any
indication of a negative assessment of the cultic functions taking place at ?בָּמוֹת
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As to the first question, the sense that one often finds in translations77 as well as some
commentators78 is that of “to burn incense.” Against this, D. Edelman argues that  ָקטַרin the piel
stem should be translated as “to burn the food offerings.”79 The basis for this revised sense arises
from three facts,80 the most important of which concerns the notion that the verbal action
indicated by  ִקטֵּרoccurs upon the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח.
It should be noted before reviewing this factor of her argument that the verbal action of
burning is based upon the “root’s semantic association with smoke.”81 She accounts for the
entries in BDB and KB on this basis,82 as well as the definition proffered by some scholars.83 Her
criticism of this sort of definition is that it is too vague; it does not specify from what the smoke
77

For e.g., the NIV, ASV, CEV, NASB. Note the ESV is one exception, where it translates the verb “to make
offerings.”
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Provan, 1 and 2 Kings, 275, Montgomery and Gehman, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book
of Kings, 529, 531, Wray Beal, 1&2 Kings, APT 9, (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2014), 507.
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Her two other factors are: 1) the action was performed by priests and 2) that grain was a part of the ֹ שׁים
ִ ּ ִא
offerings. With respect to the priestly role, it really does not seem clear how this aids in re-defining the verb, other
than perhaps placing it within the context of the cultic act (something that would not seem to be in question). As to
her third point, it should be noted that a part of her objective in the article is to contend against M. Haran’s definition
for  ָקטַר, in the piel stem, as “make a  ִמנְחָהoffering,” which would be understood only as a “grain” offering.” Hence,
against this, it would seem that she includes this last point to assert that grain was one of the substances of שׁים
ִ ּ  ִאbut
not the only (Edelman, “The Meaning of QIṬṬĒR,” 399). So the meat of her case would actually seem to be her first
assertion; that the verbal action connoted by  ָקטַרin the piel stem was performed on the altar, of which only שׁים
ִ ּ ִא
were burned.
There are two other facets to her presentation that are also very helpful, but perhaps not central to her case.
Edelman avers for three types of sacrifices (עֹלָה,  ִמנְחָהand )זֶבַח. She asserts that each of these three words designated
the whole of the sacrificial rite. That is, the terms did not point to a specific act, but several acts which constituted
the ritual. So with the  זֶבַחand  עֹלָהrites, there was the sequence of the slaying of the animal, the manipulation of the
blood, the giving of the priestly provision to the priests for consumption, the burning of the rest of the שׁים
ִ  ִאand,
with the  זֶבַחritual, a ritual meal. The  ִמנְחָהritual would have included the dedication of the grain, without the parts
required for animal sacrifice (Edelman, “The Meaning of QIṬṬĒR,” 396–98). Contrarily,  ָקטַרis a reference to a
specific act, which actually takes place within the three types of sacrifice. It is the act of burning the שׁים
ִ ּ ( ִאwhether
that be grain or animal). In similar vein, she further affirms that  ָקטַרrefers to a single act by pointing to those
passages where  ָקטַרoccurs with זָבַח. Rather then viewing these as synonymous acts, they should be viewed as two
separate acts which, occur in sequence.  זָבַחsignifies the ritual slaughter of the animal, while  ָקטַרrefers to the
burning of it upon the altar (for her discussion of these two facets, see Edelman, “The Meaning of QIṬṬĒR,” 397–
98).
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Which she generally gives as “turn into sweet smoke.”
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originated. Hence, based upon her three facts, she argues that the source is to be understand as
ִשִׁים
ּ א, “food offerings,” which she further asserts should be a part of the verb’s definition.
Edelman’s first and most significant factor for her understanding of  ִקטֵּרis that the verbal
action is presented as being performed upon an altar. From this, she further notes that the
exclusive rite associated with the altar was the burning of the ִשִׁים
ּ א. Important in this connection
is her further observation about what the word ִשִׁים
ּ  אsignified. As she stipulates: “The ʾiššîm
constituted established portions of animal and vegetable matter which were set part from the
main sacrificial foodstuffs for two uses.”84 The primary use of the ִשִׁים
ּ  אwas to designate that
portion of the offering, which was burned upon the altar in the sacrificial rite. The secondary use
of ִשִׁים
ּ  אwas to indicate that portion of the offering which was given to the priest.85
It would seem that her assertion that ִשִׁים
ּ  אwere the exclusive material burned upon the
altar86 is the foundation for her notion that  ִקטֵּרsignified the burning of food offerings rather than
that of incense. Yet, coupled with this, she as well avers that incense is nowhere considered as
ִשִׁים
ּ א, as it related to the practice of sacrifice,87 “so that the translation “burn incense” is without
textual basis.”88 She further observes that the practice of incense burning occurred on special
altars which were designated  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח ַהקְּט ֶֹרתand  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח זָהָב, in addition to “( ִמקְתָ רcensors”).  קָתַ רis
used with respect to incense burning, but only in the hiphil stem. In the piel stem, it never has
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She further notes that, because of this secondary use, the traditional translation of שׁים
ִ ּ  ִאwith “offerings by
fire,” should be emended to read “food offerings” (Edelman, “The Meaning of QIṬṬĒR,” 396).
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It needs to be observed that her point with regard to the association between שׁים
ִ ּ  ִאand the altar concerns the
official Yahwistic cult. Later, we will further affirm that what was true for the Yahwistic cult would seem to be true
for the notion of  ִמז ֵב ַחin general.
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As will be dealt with shortly, Edelman stipulates that there are three forms of sacrifice: the ( ִמנחָהgrain
offerings), the ( עֹלָהholocaust offering) and the ( זֶבַחanimal offering). With regard to the last two, the only difference
lay in the amount of the animal consumed by fire, of which the  עֹלָהconsumed the whole of the animal.
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 קְט ֶֹרתas its object.89
Regarding the practice of exclusively burning ִשִׁים
ּ  אupon  ִמזְ ֵב ַח, a survey of the textual
evidence seems to support her. With respect to the official cult, there are two altars mentioned:
the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח עֹלָהand the  ִמזְבֵח קְט ֶֹרת. It would appear that the latter is utilized only for the burning of
incense, with the former for the ִשִׁים
ּ  אtype of offerings.90 What is true for the official cult would
also seem to be true for  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחused for Yahwistic worship apart from the official cult91 and ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח
used for non-Yahwistic worship.92 In these cases, the context indicates the sort of offering taking
place would fall under the term ִשִׁים
ּ א.
The weakness of Edelman’s argument, though, resides more in the fact that there is only
one reference (Jer 11:13) where  ָקטַרis connected with a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. Yet two factors do help to
strengthen this connection. First, in Jer 19:13 and 32:29, sacrificial act denoted by  ִקטֵּרis said to
take place on the “( גַּגּוֹתrooftops”). Returning to 2 Kgs 23:12, we find the  גַּגּוֹתassociated with
 ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, in that the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwere placed upon the גַּגּוֹת, which provides an indirect connection between
 ִקטֵּרand  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. Secondly, as will be argued presently, there is a strong association between בָּמוֹת
and ( ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחas in 2 Kgs 23:15). Because of the connection between the sacrificial act denoted by
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It is also worth noting that when the latter is referenced in the Mosaic legislation, some sort of qualifier is
found with it. Whereas with the former, the word is frequently used absolutely (that is, without any sort of
qualifying word or phrase). One place that would seem to serve as a good example of this over-arching practice is
Lev 4, concerning the law dealings with the Sin Offering. There, both sorts of  ִמזְבֵּחוֹתare mentioned. Whereas, both
are qualified with some sort of modifier (for the altar of incense:  ;סֶר בְּאֹהֶל מוֹעֵד ִמז ְ ֵבּ ַח פֶט ֶֹרת ַה ַסּ ִמּים ִל ְפנֵי י ְהוָה ֲאfor the altar
of whole burnt offerings: שׁר
ֶ  ;־פֶּתַ ח אֹהֶל מוֹ ֵעד ִמזְבַּח הָעֹלָה ֲאsee vv. 7 and 18), still, in the same passage, the altar of burnt
offerings is simply referred to ( ַה ִמּזְבֵּחsee vv. 19, 26, 30 and 31). This seems to be the practice throughout the Mosaic
legislation. Yet with the altar of incense, the absolute never appears, and this seems to be the case outside of the
Pentateuch as well. The one possible exception is 1 Sam 2:28. Yet, there, it is not clear whether the mention of ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח
and  ְל ַה ְקטִירshould be seen as referring to the same cultic action. It could be that the reference to  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחis referring to
שׁים
ִ ּ  ִאsacrifices and  ַה ְקטִירto the burning of incense, a separate rite. Outside of the official cult, in the abovementioned passages, for both Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic worship, the absolute use for the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח עֹלָהappears to
hold true as well.
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 ִקטֵּרand בָּמוֹת, this again provide indirect correlation between the  ִקטֵּרand  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. These two factors
would strengthen the connection between  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand  ָקטַרin the piel stem.
Hence, Edelman’s definition of  ִקטֵּרas “to burn the food offerings” has much merit to it. If
such is the case, this contributes to our understanding of the particular function which took place
at בָּמוֹת. They were sites where ִשִׁים
ּ  אwere offered up as burnt offerings. Yet, considering the
nature of such offerings, this would seem to further indicate that such ritualistic acts would need
to be performed in an open-air location. The burning of food sacrifices and the subsequent smoke
would not likely be an activity to take place in a building, as is evident from the temple in
Jerusalem.93 Whereas the altar of incense was located within the facility, not so the altar of burnt
offerings. It was located at the entrance to the structure. Hence, this would speak against any sort
of architectural sophistication as essential to a  בָּמוֹתseeing that the main cultic activity was likely
performed on an open-air  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח.94

Legitimacy of  קָטַ רWorship
In addition to defining the word, Edelman also tackles the question of whether  ָקטַרin the
piel has, is in itself, a negative connotation. We have already mentioned Provan’s assertion that
 ָקטַרin the piel stem only occurs in passages in Kings that speak of idolatrous worship. While
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A point alluded to by Emerton in his critique of Barrick’s position, especially as it relates to his postion
regarding the use of the preposition  ְבּwith  ָבּ ָמה: “Further, it must be asked what Barrick means by ‘within’ when he
writes of a ‘sanctuary complex…within which cultic acts were performed’ (1980, 57). Presumably, he is not
suggesting that sacrifices were offered indoors, but only that the altar on which they were offered stood among a
number of buildings” (Emerton, “The Biblical High Place in Light of Recent Study,” 122).
94

This corresponds to the means by which R.D. Haack categorizes his altar types. He does so on the basis of
whether such were external or internal to a structure. As he notes: “It is unlikely that altars found within building
were used for the burning of animal sacrifices” (R.D. Haack, “Altars,” OEANE, 1:80). Thus, while the first category
would allow for the practice of animal sacrifice, the second category of altars, located within facilities, would have
been utilized either for the purpose of burning incense, as places to deposit gifts or places for the practice of libation
rites (For his full discussion of this, see Haack, “Altars,” 1:80–81).
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acknowledging the accuracy of these observations,95 Edelman nevertheless holds that the word
itself does not connote an act, which was illegitimate. Rather, it is a neutral term, by whose
context determines the legitimacy or illegitimacy of the worshipping act. To support this.
Edelman makes three observations.
First, in many passages  ִקטֵּרis used with reference to the worship of “foreign” deities.
Hence, these passages are not objecting to the rite but to the object of the rite. To affirm this, she
stipulates that the verb is used in legitimate Yahwistic worship.96 Though not agreeing
completely with her specific example, 97 based on Edelman’s study, there would appear to be one
factor that would seem to provide support for the employment of the verb in legitimate
Yahwistic worship. Though the piel stem is not found in the Mosaic Legislation, the hiphil stem
is. And, as we have stated above, while the hiphil stem can and does denote the notion of “to
burn incense” in the Mosaic Legislation, it also has the same signification as the piel stem. That
is, the burning of ִשִׁים
ּ א. Hence, the act itself does occur in legitimate Yahwistic worship, though
in the hiphil not the piel stem.98
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Not only for Kings, but also in other places, such as Hosea, Chronicles and Jeremiah. Yet, she does stipulate
that it does occur once with respect to Yahwistic worship (Amos 4:5).
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Edelman, “The Meaning of QIṬṬĒR,” 402.
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Edelman first points to Amos 4:5 as an example as an example of the verb occurring in context of legitimate
Yahwistic worship. Yet, from our perspective, as will be argued below, Amos 4:5 is not referencing legitimate
Yahwistic worship.
98

A key difference between the view adhered to here regarding the use of the  ָקטַרin the Mosaic legislation is
that, while Edelman (especially exemplified by Wellhausen’s view of the development of the verb) would
understand the development of the verbal morphology along the lines of the Critical School’s understanding of the
compositional history of the OT (especially exemplified by Wellhausen’s view of the development of the verb), the
present view holds to a more conservative view of OT development. Hence, Edelman plots out the historical
development of the verb, in which the piel is used from an earlier period to indicate the burning of food stuff in
intransitive constructions, while the hiphil was employed with the same meaning, but in transitive constructions, to a
middle period, where the hiphil is used in both an intransitive and transitive constructions (with the piel still used
only in intransitive constructions), to the priestly legislation, where the hiphil is the “preferable construction”
(Edelman, “The Meaning of QIṬṬĒR,” 401), with the piel only employed in Chronicles (which does seem to
undermine her notion of its historical development to some degree). Whereas one may reject her historical
development, still her distributional pattern holds true. The piel stem of  ָקטַרis not utilized in Gen–Judg It is
employed mostly in the prophetic works (especially Jeremiah) and in the Deuteronomistic historical books (1 Sam–2
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Secondly, and somewhat the reverse of the last point,  ָקטַרin the hiphil is not only used in
relation to legitimate Yahwistic worship, but also in cases of illegitimate acts of worship. The
only other term, which signifies the offering up of ִשִׁים
ּ א, is  ֶה ֱעלָה. Yet, here again  ֶה ֱעלָהis used for
legitimate and illegitimate acts of worship.99 Hence, as Edelman states: “A further indication of
the term’s neutral nature is the lack of a parallel term to describe the burning of the food
offerings only in contexts of ‘legitimate’ sacrifice.”100
Similar to her first point, her last concerns the use of  ָקטַרin passages that speak of בָּמוֹת
worship, especially those passages found in the evaluative formula in Kings101 and the specific
use of such in 2 Kgs 17:10–11. In these cases, she considers the denunciation of the worship to
center around the centralization command, which has been retrograded back upon the worship of
an earlier generation by a later one. Pertinent to her point, it seems, is that this worship is taking
place in both official state  בָּמוֹתsanctuaries as well as non-official sites, which she thus equates to
legitimate and illegitimate Yahwistic sites for this earlier generation.102 Because the worship is
taking place outside of Jerusalem, at these cultic sites, the Deuteronomist of a later period
denounces such worship as illegitimate by a standard not in force for this earlier generation. So,
then, the employment of the piel stem by this earlier generation is employed for both legitimate

Kgs). It is employed, from my count, four times in Chronicles (Edelman stipulates five such occurrences [Edelman,
“The Meaning of QIṬṬĒR,” 401]). Neither the historical nor the distributional factor though, negates the above
point, that the act of burning foodstuff itself is denoted by both the piel and hiphil stem. The distributional pattern, if
anything, actually would seem to strengthen the notion that the employment of this particular stem has neutral
signification, its employment being more of a matter of authorial preference.
99

She points especially to Jer 48:35, where all three terms occur “in the context of ‘illegitimate’ worship” and,
hence, “emphasizes their basic interchangeability and points to the lack of existence of a term with overtones of
legitimacy to counterbalance those of illegitimacy” (Edelman, “The Meaning of QIṬṬĒR,” 403).
100
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The evaluative formulas are brief descriptions found in Kings, which serve to stipulate the worth of
particular Judaean Kings based on how they dealt with the ( בָּמוֹתsee, for instance, 1 Kgs 22:44; 2 Kgs 12:4; 14:4;
15:4, 35). More will be said on this subject later.
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and illegitimate worship, which thus underscores its neutrality.
Whereas the present study would disagree with her understanding of the development of
the Deuteronomistic law code, especially that of the centralization command, her point that the
focus of the denunciation was centered on the place of the sacrificial act still seems to merit
force. If the stem of the verb connoted the illegitimacy of the sacrificial act, then it would be the
act itself, which was condemned. Yet, as her first and third point demonstrates, the passages
where this occurs rather points to something apart from the sacrificial act that is the source of the
condemnation. Further strengthening this factor is the employment of  זָבַחin the evaluative
formulaic passages, which also occurs in the piel stem. Whereas the piel form of  זִבֵּחis most
frequently utilized in a negative context, like  ִקטֵּר, on, at least, three occasions it is employed in
legitimate Yahwistic worship.103 Hence, this would seem to affirm the notion that the particular
stem employed to describe the worshipping act does not connote a negative sense, in and of
itself.
Hence, Edelman does seem to present a valid argument for taking  ָקטַרas a neutral act of
worship, with its illegitimacy (as evinced in Kings) not resting upon any inherent sense for the
word via its stem, but based upon the context of the worshipping act. With regard to its present
use in 2 Kgs 23, then, this would not provide any sort of indication, in and of itself, concerning
the legitimacy of the worshipping act. As elsewhere, its evaluation must be ascertained by the
context. And, as elsewhere, in v. 8, as opposed to v. 5, it would have been negatively appraised
because  בָּמוֹתworship did violate the centralization command, whereas in v. 5, it would have
been the object of the worship, pagan deities, which would have resulted in its negative
evaluation. So, then, it is not their “burning food offering” that is illegitimate, but, in the one
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1 Kgs 8:5; 2 Chr 5:6; 30:22.
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case, the object of the worship and, and in the other case, the location of the worship that is
illegitimate. Hence with regard to the  ְכּמ ִָריםthere rightful outcome would have been death,
whereas it is not clear, at least from the traditions reflected in the Mosaic Legislation, that
disobedience to the centralization command would have been the same.104

 בָּמוֹתof v. 13
As the report concerning Josiah’s reform movement continues, having in vv. 10–12 dealt
with the cultic institutions located in the valley of Ben-Hinnom as well as other cultic apparatus
found in the temple complex area, the next mention of  בָּמוֹתis found in v. 13. In this account,
Josiah’s actions against the Solomonic  בָּמוֹתare recorded. These are the  בָּמוֹתwhich, according to
2 Kgs 11:1–8, Solomon constructed for his wives. As has been noted, these  בָּמוֹתare clearly
pagan in nature. Also, Barrick describes them as such: “These installations were cultic enclaves
on Israelite soil, established by the state to further its diplomatic and commercial aims and
patronized primarily by aliens resident in the capital.”105
In addition to the type of deities worshiped here, v. 13 provides us with two additional
pieces of information, which the present section will analyze in greater detail. First concerns the
location of these sites. The phrase שׁחִית
ְ שׁלַם ֲאשֶׁר מִימִין ְלהַר־ ַה ַמּ
ָ  ֲאשֶׁר עַל־ ְפּנֵי י ְרוּgrants the reader a fair
amount of certainty as to where Solomon’s  בָּמוֹתwere located. The phrase, then, will be more
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The centralization command in Deut 12 provides no specific punitive action for its violation. The closest
one would finds for such is in Lev 17. Lev 17 speaks of the necessity of the people of Israel, during the Wilderness
wanderings, to bring their sacrificial animal to the שׁכַּן י ְה ָו
ְ  ִמin order for the priest to sacrifice it and throw its blood ה
upon the altar. Should any Israelite not obey this command, then they were to be cut off from the people. Yet, even
here, three elements allow for the possibility that, even if it reflected a tradition enforced at the time of Josiah, the
 בָּמוֹתpriests could still have been regarded as not being in violation of that tradition. First, the passage stipulates that
the people were to bring their offering to the priests, the very thing that was being done at the  בָּמוֹתsites. Hence,
rather than viewing their activity as violating Lev 17, it could be regarded as fulfilling the stipulations. Secondly, the
punitive action dealt with the people not the priests. Third, the purpose of the command had nothing to do with
centralization, but as v. 7, so that the people ִירם ֲאסֶר הֵם זֹנִים אַח ֲֵריהֵם
ִ ַשׂע
ְ ּ =א־יִזְבְּחוּ עוֹד ֶאתּז ִ ְבחֵיהֶם ל.
105

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 344.

87

closely scrutinized as well as compared with 1 Kgs 11 to better understand where these
Solomonic  בָּמוֹתwere situated.
The second element concerns the verb here employed,  ָבּנָה, to describe Solomon’s actual
construction of these בָּמוֹת. This is the first place in the Reform report where a verb of
construction with relation to  בָּמוֹתhas been utilized. Additionally, in vv. 15 and 19, we find
another verb,  ָעשָׂה, used to describe the construction of the Northern Kingdom’s בָּמוֹת. Not only,
though, do we find verbs of construction in the Reform report, we also find verbs denoting the
destruction or cessation of בָּמוֹת: נָתַ ץ, שׂ ַָרף,  ָטמֵאand סוּר. Hence, in the following section, an
analysis will be provided of both sets of verbs in order to determine what, if any, information
they provide with regard to the essence of a  ָבּמָה.
שׁית ִח
ֶ שׁלַםי ְרוּ עַל־ ְפּנֵי ר ֲא
ָ שׁ
ֶ שׁ מִימִין ר ֲא
ְ ְלהַר־ ַה ַמּ
The first mention of the construction of Solomon’s  בָּמוֹתoccurs in 1 Kgs 11:7. Both in 2
Kgs 11:17 and 23:13, we find the adverbial phrase עַלּ־ ְפּנֵי. This phrase connotes the notion of “in
front of,” which would thus position the הַר, on which the  בָּמוֹתsat, to the “front” of Jerusalem.106
As Gray further explains, the “front” would have been regarded as lying in the direction of the
east, since this would be the direction of the sunrise.107 This is the direction of the Mt. of Olives,
which is commonly regarded as the likely reference.
Our present passage does add one further locative item missing from 1 Kgs 11: מִימִין ְלהַר־
שׁחִית
ְ  ַה ַמּ, “to the right side/south of the Mt. of Corruption/Destruction.” As Curtis observes
regarding this location: “This seems to mean that the sanctuaries were to the south of-or more
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BDB,  ָפּנֶהs.v., II 7 d.
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Gray, I & II Kings, 737.
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probably, on the south slope of a peak called הר־המשׁהִית.”108 Traces of the name may still be
evident with regard to southern part of the ridge of the Mt. of Olives, which is designated as the
Mount of Offence.109 As for the present discussion, what is important to observe is that the
location of these בָּמוֹת110 is external to the city of Jerusalem. There have now been two specific
references to  בָּמוֹתlocated outside of an urban setting and, in this instance, upon an elevated
location (a mountain range). Thus, the notion that the main setting for a  ָבּמָהwas that of an urban
setting is challenged by the picture presented in 2 Kgs 23, where the more detailed description is
provided for two “rural” locations (or exurban) as opposed to the one urban location found in v.
8.
The reference to  בָּמוֹתlocated on Mt. Olives would also seem to provide some counter to
especially Fried’s positon regarding the stock phrase עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים ה ָָרמִים ְועַל־ ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ
( ַר ֲענָןor its equivalent). Fried attempts to argue that, contrary especially to Emerton’s
understanding of the phrase as found in its association with בָּמוֹin 2 Kgs. 17:9 –ת11, where he
asserts that its usage indicates a rural setting for such בָּמוֹת, it rather indicates an urban setting.
This, she contends, is due to the intentional alteration of the phrase when it is employed with
בָּמוֹת. According to her count, she holds that the phrase is utilized fifteen times in the Old
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John B. Curtis, “An Investigation of the Mount of Olives in the Judeo-Christian Tradition,” HUCA 28
(1957): 140.
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See Robinson, The Second Book of Kings, CBC, (Cambridge: Cambridge University, 1976), 222; C.F. Keil
and F. Delitzsch, 1 and 2 Kings, 1 and 2 Chronicles, trans. James Martin, COOT 3, (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
1996), 345. Gray notes that the Vulgate translates this phrase as mons offensionis, and it is traces of this which is
retained in the name given to this summit, Jebel Baṭn al-Hawa (‘the mountain of the belly of the infernal abyss”).
There may be some confusion here, though. Even more confusing is Šanda’s observation that it could either be the
Mt. of Offense or to the location referred to as the “Graves of the Prophets” (Šanda, Die Bücher der Könige:
Übersetzt und erklärt, 348–49). Yet, he seems to locate this spot as lying on the south side of the Mt. of Olives,
whereas it actually lies on the western slope.
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It could very well be we have here, as in v. 8, a plural of extension. Jones provides two reasons why a
singular cultic site is likely in view rather than multiple shrines: 1) 1 Kgs 11:7 has the sg.; 2) the LXX, which, as it
did in v. 8, translates  בָּמוֹתwith οἶκον, which also testifies for a sg. use (Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 2:624).
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Testament.111 In eight occurrences, no mention is made of בָּמוֹת, but reference is made to ה ִָרים. In
six passages, the phrase is employed with reference to בָּמוֹת, but there is no allusion to ה ִָרים.112
This leads her to conclude that the phrase has been intentionally altered because  בָּמוֹתwere
located in urban setting, where “neither “high mountains” nor “the tops of mountains”
occur…but hills and leafy green trees do.”113 Thus, rather than the phrase (as argued by Emerton,
on the basis of 2 Kgs. 17:9–11) challenging an urban setting and affirming a rural location for
בָּמוֹת, the reverse is actually true.
Yet, in light of not only the reference in 23:13, but especially the exactness of its
description, this would seem to contest Fried’s analysis, especially the notion that  בָּמוֹתwere not
associated with mountains. Whereas it would seem to be true that, when the phrase is associated
with בָּמוֹת, there is no mention of ה ִָרים, the present verse would certainly challenge the
assumption that such is the case because  בָּמוֹתwere not located in mountaneous regions.
Whatever the reason for the alteration, the exclusion of location would not appear to be the case.
What 23:13, along with 23:5, does affirm is that  בָּמוֹתwere routinely located in rural settings.
This, then, correlates with Emerton’s conclusions drawn from 2 Kgs. 17:9–11.114
Verbs of Construction and Destruction/Cessation
As noted, v. 13 provides us with the first verb of construction,  ָבּנָה, as related to a  ָבּמָה. The
sense for  ָבּנָהis that of “to build.”115 The word appears to be a rather generic term, in that a
variety of items can serve as its object. Hence, one can “build” a ( עִירGen 4:17, 10:11); a  ַבּי ִת, as
111
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Fried, “The High Places (BĀMÔT) and the Reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah,” 440–41. In one lone passage
(Jer. 2:20), the phrase is used without an mention of either  בָּמוֹתor ( ה ִָריםFried, “The High Places (BĀMÔT) and the
Reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah,” 441).
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in a residual house (Deut 6:10–11; 8:12) as well as  ַבּי ִת, as in the temple of Yahweh (frequently in
1 Kgs 6); a ( חוֹמָה1 Kgs 3:1) and a variety of other items. In like manner, the word is not only
utilized to describe human activity, but also Yahweh’s “building” the first woman (Gen 2:22).116
This sort of broad usage would thus seem to speak against providing any sort of detailed
information about the nature of a  ָבּמָה, other than that it was a man-made site in some way.
A similar conclusion would seem fit for the use of  ָעשָׂהin vv. 15 and 19. Though the word
has a much broader signification,117 it does seem to, in some contexts, also function
synonymously with  ָבּנָה. Hence, it is used with reference to Noah’s construction of the ( תֵּ בָהGen
8:6). We find it used with Abraham and his construction of a ( ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחGen 13:4). Additionally, it
was use to describe the making of weapons (1 Sam 8:12). Again, as with  ָבּנָה, the subject can be
man or Yahweh.118 Hence, both verbs point, at most, to  בָּמוֹתas being man-made in some sense,
but do not provide much more as to the essence of a  ָבּמָה.
As with the verbs of construction, a similar conclusion seems to hold true for the verbs of
destruction/cessation. The first verb utilized to describe the destruction of a  ָבּמָהis ָתַ ץנ, occurring
in v. 8 and again in v. 15. In these two references, we find that twice, the object of the verb is
 ָבּמָה/בָּמוֹת, whereas once, in addition to בָּמוֹת, it is  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. The sense for  נָתַ ץis “to tear down,” or “to
pull down.”119 The object of such action is almost exclusively a concrete noun.120 Thus we find it
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For this sense of “to create” see HALOT,  בּנהs.v., 3.
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It can, in addition to signifying “to make” (BDB, שׂה
ָ  ָעs.v., II 1; HALOT,  עשׂהs.v., 3), also denote the
general purport of “to do” (BDB, שׂה
ָ  ָעs.v., I 1; HALOT,  עשׂהs.v., 5) Additionally, related to the sense of “to make,”
other nuances are found, such as “to produce” or (BDB, שׂה
ָ  ָעs.v., II 2; HALOT, עשׂהs.v., 1) “to create” (HALOT,
 עשׂהs.v., 4), “to offer” in a cultic sense (BDB, שׂה
ָ  ָעs.v., II 3; HALOT,  עשׂהs.v., 7 b) and “to celebrate” (see BDB,
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used in reference to: “towers” ( ; ִמגְדָּ לJudg 8:9, 17); “city walls” (הוֹמָה,  חִיל2 Kgs 25:10, 2 Chr
36:19, Her. 52:14); and especially “( ַבּי ִתhouse”) both residential (Lev 14:45, Ezek 26:12, Isa
22:10) and cultic (2 Kgs 10:27, 11:18, 2 Chr 23:17). It is also frequently employed to designate
the destruction of  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. Of it objects,  ִמזְ ֵב ַחis found, at least, on seven different occasions: Ex.
34:13, Deut 7:5, 12:3, Judg 2:2, 6:28,121 2 Kgs 11:18 and 2 Chr 34:4, 7. Though  ַבּי ִתserves as its
object in at least eight instances, the nuance for  ַבּי ִתis equally divided for a cultic notion
(occurring in four passages) and as signifying a residence (occurring in four passages).
That  נָתַ ץcan be used with the notion of a cultic structure signified by the term  ַבּי ִתcould
provide evidence that  בָּמוֹתare similar to ( בָּתִּ יםwith the sense of “temples”). Indeed, in the
present context,  נָתַ ץis used  ַבּי ִת, which has a cultic nuance122 serving as its object. Yet, it is also
used with ( ִמזְ ֵב ַחvv. 10 and 15, in which case it also has  ָבּמָהas its object.) Hence, it would also
seem possible to view its use as giving support to the notion of a very close association between
 בָּמוֹתand  ִמזְ ֵב ַח. Yet, that association would seem to rely more upon the context, especially as
found in v. 15, then by the mere use of the verb.
Another verb denoting destruction with respect to  בָּמוֹתis שׂ ַָרף, which connotes the sense of
“to burn completely.”123 It is only used with reference to  בָּמוֹתin v. 15. As with the verbs of
construction, this seems to be a rather general term, in that many different types of nouns, both
animate and inanimate, can serve as its object. The concrete items referred to are “( עִירcity;”
Josh 6:24), “( פֶּתַ חdoor”; Judg 9:52), ( ֵעגֶלhere, “calf-idol” Exod 32:20) and “( ְמ ִבלָּהscroll,” Jer
36:25) as well as with cultic objects (such a  ֵענֶל, Exod 32:20 and Deut 9:21, as well as  ְפּסִילִים,
Deut 7:5–25). It can also be used with reference to houses (Judg 12:1), a palace (1 Kgs 16:18)
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and temples (2 Kgs 25:9; note in all three of these instances,  ַבּי ִתis used to designate such).
It would seem that the only requirement for a noun to serve as the object of  שׂ ַָרףis that it is
combustible in some way. This factor, though, has caused difficulty for some commentators with
regard to the verb’s usage with  ָבּמָה. Hence, they opt for the alternative reading found in the
LXX, which has συνέτριψεν τοὐς λιθους αὐτου καί ἐλέπτυνεν in place of  ַויִשְׂר ֹף אֶת־ ַה ָבּמָה הֵדַ ק.124
Whereas a fuller discussion of this textual variation will be taken up in the next section, in
response to this specific criticism of שׂ ַָרף, there are three possible ways by which to understand
this “burning” to be related to a  ָבּמָה:125 A) that this burning is a symbolic act;126 B) the burning
refers to the buildings of the ; ָבּמָה127 C) the burning refers to a specific item associated with the
 ָבּמָה.128 Hence, however one defines a  ָבּמָה, the notion that the verbal action indicated by שׂ ַָרף
cannot be related to such a site is not persuasive.
The next two verbs speak less about the actual, physical destruction of  בָּמוֹתand more about
their cessation. Thus, the text utilizes the verb  ָטמֵאin the piel stem to describe the action taken
against בָּמוֹת.  ָטמֵאin the piel stem denotes the notion of defilement.129 This can refer to sexual
defilement by rape (Gen 34:5, 13, 27), adultery (Ezek 18:6, 11, 15) or sexual relations between
prohibited partners (Ezek 22:11, which speaks of sexual activity between a father-in-law and
daughter-in-law). By in large, though,  ָטמֵאin the piel refers to defilement in a religious or
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ceremonial manner.130 A variety of items can be defiled by a variety of means. Hence, the
tabernacle of Yahweh could be defiled by the entrance of unclean people (Lev 15:31); child
sacrifice (Lev 20:3); a person entering who had contact with the dead (Num 19:13). In Jeremiah,
the practice of idolatry could defile the sanctuary (7:30, 32:34) as well as the land (2:7). The land
could also be defiled by sexual perversion (Lev 18:28) and murder (Num 35:34).
In line with the notion that murder can defile the land as well as that contact with the dead
could defile the tabernacle, Ezek 9 would seem to indicate that the presence of the dead results in
the defilement of the temple. Ezek 9:7 deals with the command, relayed through a heavenly
messenger, to defile the tabernacle: וַיּ ֹאמֶר ֲאלֵיהֶם ַטמְּאוּ אֶת־ ַה ַבּי ִת וּמַלאוּ אֶת־ ַה ֲחצֵרוֹת ֲח ָללִים צֵאוּ ְוי ָצאוּ ְוהִכּוּ
יר ָב ִע. In the immediate context, the means for doing such would seem to be the killing and
subsequent presence of the slain.131 So it would seem well established that one of the means by
which to fulfill the verbal action indicated by  ָטמֵאin the piel stem is via death or the presence of
the dead (even if such a presence is communicated via a secondary agent).
Returning to 2 Kgs 23,  ָטמֵאoccurs four times in the Reform report. On three of the four
occasions, it is directly or indirectly connected to בָּמוֹת. Vv. 8 and 13 directly stipulates that the
 בַּמוֹתwere defiled, whereas v. 16 speaks of the defilement of the  ִמזְ ֵב ַחof Bethel, which is related,
in v. 15, to the  ָבּמָהof Bethel. The only other reference not to a  ָבּמָהoccurs in v. 10, which speaks
of the defilement of תֹּפֶת.132 Defilement by contamination with the dead would seem to be the
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same sort of notion behind the action presented in 2 Kgs 23. This comes out most decisively in v.
16:  ְויִּשְׂר ֹף עַל־ ַה ִמּזְ ֵבּ ַח ְויּ ְ ַט ְמּאֵהוּ. Here the burning of the bones of the dead is linked to the defilement
of the Bethel altar. With respect to the relation of the two clauses, the second clause could very
well be the use of the waw consecutive imperfect as a result clause. 133 Based on the above
analysis concerning the broader means by which to defile a sacred spot, it would seem likely that
such is the case.134 Still, even with a better understanding of how a  ַבּמָהwas defiled,  ָטמֵא, as with
the other verbs, provides no significant insight into the nature of such.
The final verb, which occurs only in v. 19, is  סוּרin the hiphil. Just as with  ָטמֵא, סוּר, in the
hiphil, speaks more about the cessation of the  בָּמוֹתthan of its destruction. סוּר, both in the hiphil
and qal, can connote the sense of “to remove.”135 This nuance would seem more attached to the
hiphil stem, though, than the qal.136 In the hiphil, it is used with some regularity with cultic
objects. Gen 35:2 recounts Jacob’s command to “remove” their “( אֱ)הֵי ַהנֵּצָרforeign gods”). In
light of v. 4, this included the notion of images or idols.137 2 Kgs 3:2 speaks of the “removal” of
the “( ַמ ְצּבַת ַה ַבּעַלpillars of Baal;” note it is their not being removed that is signified here), whereas

detailed discussion of the term [Gray, 1 & II Kings, 735–36; as well as Šanda, Die Bücher der Könige: Übersetzt
und erklärt, 346; Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 2:621–2 and Fritz, 1 & 2 Kings, 407]). Robinson stipulates that it could
either signify “fireplace” or the name of a sanctuary, (Robinson, The Second Book of Kings, 220; note the LXX
transliterates the word, but without the vowels from the word שׁת
ֶ ֹ [ בּΤαφεθ]) The second question deals with what
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1 Kgs 15:12 speaks more general of “( ַה ִגּ ֻלּלִיםthe idols”). There is also the mention of the
“removal” of ( ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח2 Chr 30:14). The hiphil of  סוּרis as well employed to speak of the removal of
 בָּמוֹתalong with other cultic objects.138
One important point that stands out regarding  בָּמוֹתand  סוּרis that  סוּרis the usual verb
employed in the evaluative formulas. As used in these formulas, it seems to have something of a
more abstract, summarizing force to it. In light of this, it could be best to regard  סוּרin 23:19 as
the all-encompassing verb that speaks of the abolition of בָּמוֹת, while the other verbs (נָתַ ץ, שׂ ַָרף
and  ) ָטמֵאserve as the terms, which relate to the actual means by which the  בָּמוֹתwere destroyed.
There is one problem with this, though. In these evaluative statements in Kings,  סוּרappears in
the qal. Further, whereas only  בָּמוֹתare mentioned in the evaluative formulas, with no other cultic
apparatus being referenced,139 twice, in Kings,  סוּרdescribes action taken against  בָּמוֹתin tandem
with other cultic objects, and in these instances the hiphil is utilized.140 With respect to בָּמוֹת, this
is even more evident in Chronicles, where such takes place on four occasions.141 In light of this,
then, it would seem best to regard the verb as indicating more concrete removal than that of an
abstract, summarizing term.
Whereas the action indicated by these six verbs does not provide much in the way of
understanding more about the essence of a  ָבּמָה, two points do stand out. First,  נָתַ ץdoes seem to
indicate a bit more with regard to the nature of a  ָבּמָה, in that it is frequently employed with ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח
138

Hence, it is used at least twice with reference to  בָּמוֹתand ( ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח2 Kgs 18:22; 2 Chr 32:12); at least once with
reference to )  ַה ַח ָמּנִים2 Chr 14:4); and at least once with respect to שׁ ִרים
ֵ ( ַה ֲא2 Chr 17:6). That these items are listed
with  בָּמוֹתin such a way as to suggest that they are separate items presents something of a challenge for the present
notion that  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאwere essential elements to a  ָב ָמה. Additionally, we see an item not mentioned in Kings,
the  ַח ָמּנִים. With respect to the last item, a discussion of this will be taken up in a later chapter. Regarding the first
two, it should be noticed that we still observe a very close association of these cultic objects with בָּמוֹת. Hence, it still
seems that some sort of close correspondence exists between  בָּמוֹתand these two apparatus.
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The same sort of thing occurs in the two passages where  בָּמוֹתare referenced alone in 2 Chr (15:7; 20:33).
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See 2 Kgs 18:4, 22 (Note the parallel of this account in Isaiah, 36:7, also utilizes the hiphil).
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2 Chr 14:2, 4, 17:6, 32:12.

96

and ( ַבּי ִתboth as a cultic and residential facility). As noted above, this provides some support for
the notion that  בָּמוֹתwere temple-like structures. In contrast, though, it also allows for a close
association between  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand בָּמוֹת. Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, that four distinct
verbs which speak of destruction or cessation via differing actions are used with reference to
 בָּמוֹתdoes seem to suggest some sort of complexity as to the make-up of בָּמוֹת. That it could be
“torn down,” “burned,” “defiled” and “removed” seems to indicate that a  ָבּמָהincluded such
items for which such actions were viable; this is especially so with the verbs  נָתַ ץand שׂ ַָרף.142 The
significance of this will be more fleshed out in the final section.

 בָּמוֹתof vv. 15–20
The last mention of  בָּמוֹתoccurs in the final section of the Reform report. Whereas vv. 4–14
dealt with Josiah’s efforts in the southern Kingdom, v. 15 turns the attention of the reader to the
reform measures carried out by Josiah in what was the northern Kingdom.143 Vv. 15–18 focus
specifically on the removal of the  ָבּמָהlocated at Bethel, with vv. 16–18 stressing that these
activities were fulfillment of the prophecy uttered by the Man of God against Jeroboam and his
cultic site (see 2 Kgs 13:1f.). V. 15, though, provides greater specification as to the destruction of
the Bethel  ָבּמָה.
Vv. 19–20 proceed to describe Josiah’s actions taken against all  בָּמוֹתin the ע ֵָרי שֹׁמְרון. We
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Outside of 2 Kgs 23, there are four places where the two verbs are utilized in close proximity with one
another to portray two distinct acts of destruction. In 2 Chr 36:19, they are employed to portray the destruction of
Jerusalem. שׂ ַרף
ָ describes action taken against the temple, while  נָתַ ץdescribes the destruction of the city walls. A
similar usage is observed in Jer 39:8, again with regard to the destruction of Jerusalem (with the Royal residence and
the residential homes of the people replacing the temple;  נָתַ ץstill is employed with regard to the city walls).
Whereas such references might indicate that the  בָּמוֹתwere temple-like structures, a closer association in the use of
these verbs to the present passage can be found in Deut 7:5 and 12:3, where one finds their association with specific
cultic apparatus. Like 2 Kgs 23, in Deut 7:5, it is the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwhich is “broken down.” But, in contrast to chapter 23, it
is their  ְפּסִילִיםthat are “burned.,” while the שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאare “chopped down” ( גָדַ עin the piel). Yet, in 12:3, the same verbs
are associated with the same cultic objects as they also occur in 2 Kgs 23.
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Note that at this stage, technically, the northern Kingdom no longer existed, having been destroyed by
Sennercherib.
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should note two facets of this report. First, we have the mention of an interesting phrase בָּתֵּ י
 ַהבָּמוֹת. In the present context, unfortunately though, nothing appears which aids us in better
understanding why this phrase was utilized to describe the  בָּמוֹתof the northern Kingdom.144
Second, v. 20 would seem to further affirm the notion that a  ָבּמָהwas “defiled” ( ) ָטמֵאvia the
burning of bones upon the altar.
Returning once again to the more detailed description in v. 15, we find two specific cultic
apparatus mentioned in association with the  ָבּמָה:  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand  ֲאשׁ ֵָרה. The focus of the following
analysis will be on fleshing out the relation between these apparatus and the Bethel  ָבּמָה. In line
with this, we will also examine more closely v. 14, to determine whether the  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםmentioned
there are connected to the Solomonic  בָּמוֹתand if so what might be deduced about this
connection. In so doing, noting that  ַמצֵּבוֹתare also referenced and are coordinated with the  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים,
a determination will hence follow as to the relation of  ַמצֵּבוֹתand בָּמוֹת. Prior to this, though, it is
necessary to first discuss the text critical issues related to v. 15.
Text Critical Questions of v. 15
As the text currently stands, one problem some commentators have with the passage
concerns the phrase  ְויִּשְׂר ֹף אֶת־ ַה ָבּמָה הֵדַ ק ְל ָעפָר. Specifically, they question whether a  ָבּמָהcould
burn. In light of this, the alternative reading of the LXX, συνέτριφεν τοὺς λιθους αὐτου και
ἐλέπτυνεν εἰς χοῦν,145 is preferred.146 Three points, though, speak against this adoption. First,
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This phrase will be explored in greater detail when the broader textual evidence is taken into account.
There, it will be argued that, on the five occasions when this phrase was employed, the textual evidence does
suggest some sort of architectural component was associated with these particular types of  ָבּ ָמה. Yet, rather than
nullifying the thesis of this paper, the exception will actually prove the rule. That is, seeing that the term  ָבּ ָמהwas, on
these five occasions, further qualified by a term,  ַבּי ִת, which would, in itself, be the mean to specify some sort of
structural component to such sites, supports the contention that architectural sophistication was not considered
essential to בָּמוֹת. It will be further argued that the  בָּתֵּ י בָּמוֹתshould be considered a sub-category of such cultic sites,
which were distinguished by some sort of housing unit employed for the images of idols associated with these
particular בָּמוֹת.
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Which could thus be read in Hebrew as: ָ שׁבֵּר ֶאת־ ֲא ָבנָיו ַויּ
ַ ְ דֶ ק ַוי.
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considering the underlying Hebrew would thus be something to the effect of שׁבֵּר אֶת־ ֲא ָבנָיו ְויּ ָדֶ ק
ַ ְ  ַוי, it
is very difficult to see how such a corruption could have occurred when compared with the MT.
In line with this, secondly, it would seem that this is more likely a case where the LXX has
smoothed out the MT147 than that the original Hebrew clause has suffered corruption. Thirdly, as
indicated above, there are ways by which this “burning” can be understood, one of which will be
offered shortly. Hence, there seems to be better grounds for taking the MT over that of the LXX.
Even more radically, Montgomery asserts that the phase ַה ָבּמָה ֲאשֶׁר ָעשָׂה י ָָר ְבעָם בֶּן־נְבָט ֲאשֶׁר
 ֶה ֱחטִיא אֶת־יִשׂ ְָראֵל גַּם אֶת־ ַה ִמזְבֵּ ַח הַהוּאshould be elided. He states that such is necessary in order “to
reduce a most conflate passage.”148 Not only does he seem to question the possibility that a ָבּמָה
could be flammable, he even rejects the idea that it could be destroyed: “An altar can be
destroyed, but hardly a high-place.”149 Hence, Montgomery would thus be asserting a late gloss
to the text, which would involve the mention of  ָבּמָה. Yet, Hobbs has offered a valid criticism to
such a claim: “That such apparent illogicalities are indicators of secondary glosses is itself
illogical. Additions are made for the sake of clarification, rarely obfuscation.”150
A Holistic Reading for the Text
To provide a holistic reading of the text, three issues need to be addressed. First, as the text
presently stands, in v. 15a,  ָבּמָהappears to be in apposition to  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. Seeing this to be the case, it
could be that this is an example of the attributive use of apposition, in that the Bethel ָבּמָה
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See above for examples. Šanda goes a step further by noting that the aforementioned  ָבּ ָמהbefore  נָתַ ץis
disruptive “da es die Beziehung des so gewonnenen Suffixes auf sein Wort unterbricht,“ with the suffix referring
back to  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. He thus deletes ( ָבּ ָמהŠanda, Die Bücher der Könige: Übersetzt und erklärt, 349).
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Hence, an argument for Lectio Difficilior Praeferenda.
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Montgomery and Gehen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Kings, 534.
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Montgomery and Gehen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Kings, 534.
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Hobbs, 2 Kings, 336.
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signifies the type of altar being referenced.151 Hence, it was a bamot  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. Another possibility is
to take this as a part representing the whole.152 While both seem grammatically conceivable, the
latter explanation would seem to fit the overall context better, in that such an interpretation takes
into account the last part of v. 15. There, an association is made between the Bethel  ָבּמָהand the
( שׁ ֵָרה ֲאas seen in the clause  ) ָבּמָה הֵדַ ק ְל ָעפַר ְושׁ ַָרף ֲאשׁ ֵָרה ַויִּשְׂר ֹף אֶת־ ַהin the same manner as in the first
part of the verse between the  ִמזְבֵּ ַחand the Bethel  ָבּמָהwith respect to the clause גַּם אֶת־ ַה ִמּזְבֵּ ַח הַהוּא
 ְואֶת־ ַה ָבּמָה נָתַ ץ, which itself mirrors the connection made between the Bethel  ָבּמָהand  ִמזְבֵּ ַחvia
apposition at the very beginning of the verse.153 Notice, just as there is a close connection made
between the Bethel  ָבּמָהand the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחin the first part of v. 15 via the verb נָתַ ץ,154 so in the last part
of the verse, a close association is likewise asserted with the  ֲאשׁ ֵָרהand the Bethel  ָבּמָהthrough the
use of the verb שׂ ַָרף. As in the prior instance, here too we find a  ְוconnecting the two grammatical
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If this were the case, then, this would provide support for Haran’s position, which is that  בָּמוֹתwere a certain
type of altar (Menahem Haran, Temple and Temple Service in Ancient Israel: An Inquiry into the Character of Cult
Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School [Oxford: Clarendon, 1979], 18–19).
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This is the only possible means by which Barrick allows for such apposition between these two terms. Note,
though, he does not accept that  ָבּ ָמהhere is occurring in apposition to  ִמזְ ֵב ַח, but rather to  ְבּבֵית־ ֵאל, in his initial work (it
appears that Barrick later rejects the possibility of apposition between  ָבּ ָמהand  בֵית־ ֵאלin favor of apposition with
 ; ִמזְ ֵב ַחsee Barrick, The King and the Cemeteries, 47). He indicates that this, then, serves “as a further definition of the
altar’s location bebêt-ʾēl (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 302). It should be noted that the
references he adduces for support of such a construction (Ex. 3;1, Judg 18:15, Jer 37:15 and Zech 6:10) do not really
allow for the sort of nuance Barrick seems to be attempting. Barrick seems to be advocating that  ָבּ ָמהhere serves as a
subcategory of בֵית־ ֵאל, by noting that it further defines the location of the site at Bethel. Yet, while the passages do
clarify the first term with the second term, they nevertheless are still denoting the exact same location. Hence, to be
consistent with these passages, the nuance with respect to such apposition would be that the second term,  ָבּ ָמה, gives
further indication of what sort of city  בֵיתּ־ ֵאלis; it is a ”bamoth city.” Hence, such apposition would give further
definition of the term not the location. Yet, even allowing for this possible nuance of the second term qualifying the
first, the preference for  ָבּ ָמהserving in apposition to  מִ ְז ֵבּ ַחis founded upon two items. First, the subsequent clause also
has  ָבּ ָמהand  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחin close proximity, with both serving as the object of the verb נָתַ ץ. Secondly, there is a close
syntactical parallel established between the two terms, via the two relative clauses that qualify them. At the
beginning of the verse,  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחis further qualified by the relative clause שׁר ְבּבֵית־ ֵא
ֶ ל ֲא. After the mention, then, of the
 ָבּ ָמה, we find another relative clause (שׂה י ָָר ְבעָם בֶּן־נְבָט
ָ שׁר ָע
ֶ ) ֲא. Based upon word order, the likely antecedent to that
clause is the preceding  ָבּ ָמה. This then would syntactically parallel the first reference to  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, which would thus lend
greater support for seeing  ָבּ ָמהas standing in apposition to  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחthan בֵית־ ֵאל.
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In that this verb governs both terms
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units, which, as will be argued below, should be understood as an epexegetical use of the  ְו.155 So
then, in the verse as a whole, the Bethel  ָבּמָהis closely associated both with a  ִמזְבֵּ ַחand an  ֲאשׁ ֵָרה.
Hence, a part of a  ָבּמָהrepresenting the whole of a  ָבּמָהwould seem to be the most consistent with
these taut connections, seeing that such an explanation would be in harmony with this
discernible, twofold association of the Bethel  ָבּמָהwith the  ֲאשׁ ֵָרהas well as the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח.
Secondly, there appears to be an emphasis here on the word  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. One discerns this in light
of three factors. 156 First, the beginning object clause in v. 15a, the first of two  גַּםclauses, appears
to be an example of casus pendens, in which case, emphasis could be one reason for such
placement. The second factor is the unusual word order found with regard to the second גַּם
clause: גַּם אֶת־ ַה ִמּזְבֵּ ַח הַהוּא ואֶת־ ַה ָבּמָה נָתַ ץ. Rather than the customary verb-subject-object pattern,
here the object (understanding the second  גַםclause as the object) has been placed in the first
spot. Hence, this would signify emphasis upon  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. Lastly, in vv. 15–17,  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחoccurs four times,
which again would indicate an emphasis upon the word. Hence, the focus of these verses is
primarily upon the destruction of the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. This would thus answer the charge of “awkward
redundancy”157 for the use of the two גַּם158 clauses, in that two such references only further
emphasizes the destruction of the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח.
Finally, with respect to the second  גַּםclause, as in the first, the two words  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand ָבּמָה
appear in near apposition to one another, with only the  ְוconjunction and the demonstrative use
of the personal pronoun  הוּאstanding between them. Seeing that in the first  גַּםclause, the relation
between the two words is that of apposition, the likely use of the  ְוconjunction here is that of

155

Hence, the translation would be: “He burned the  ָבּ ָמהand ground it to dust; that is, he burned the Asherah.”
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The final two factors are dependent upon the work of Wray Beal (See Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, 508).
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Barrick’s charge (see Barrick, The King and the Cemeteries, 46–47).
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In light of this, the signification for  גַּםwould be emphatic (“indeed, even”).
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epexegetical.159 That apposition would point to the use of an epexegetical  ְוis based on what both
grammatical devices seek to accomplish. As Steiner explains, in reviewing the position of two
scholars (Saadia and Rashi) on this subject: “In both of these examples, once the – וis ignored,
we have apposition, which expresses the meaning ‘that is.’”160
As to the final two clauses, in light of their similar syntactical construction with the second
 גַםclause (as noted above) and to make good sense of how two differing verbs of destruction
could be used to describe the demolition of the same site, the  ְוconnecting these two grammatical
elements, likewise, should be viewed as an epexegetical use of the  ְו.
With these considerations, the following translation is presented as a holistic reading of v.
15: “And indeed the altar, which was at Bethel, namely, the bamah which Jeroboam, the son of
Nebat had made, by which he had caused Israel to sin, indeed that altar, that is, the bamah, he
broke down. And he burned the bamah and ground it to dust (that is, he burned the Asherah).”
 ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand בָּמוֹת
So then, not only do these explanations provide support for a holistic reading of the text,
they also help to explain the relation of  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחto  ָבּמָהas presented in v. 15. As noted, the most
likely means is that of the part representing the whole. Thus, the verbal action presented here
against the one can be considered as the verbal action taken against the other. Hence, against
Vaughan, the term, at least as they are used here, should not be viewed as synonymous but more
in line with the principle of synecdoche. Yet, in so doing, it would also seem to indicate
159

To avoid the charge of circular reasoning, it is important to notice the nuance of the argument being
presented here. That the two words appear in such close proximity in the second  גַּםclause supports the notion that,
between  בֵית־ ֵאלand  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח,  ָבּ ָמהin the first  גַּםclause stands in apposition to  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. That being the case, this then helps to
clarify how the two words should be related in the second  גַּםclause. The second  גַּםclause only affirms the
association of the two words in the first  גַּםclause, whereas the first  גַּםclause, once that association is affirmed,
points to the  ְוserving an epexegetical function in the second  גַּםclause.
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Richard C. Steiner, “Does the Biblical Hebrew Conjunction – Have Many Meanings, One Meaning, or No ו
Meaning at All?” JBL 119 (2000), 265.
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something about the nature or essence of a  ָבּמָה, seeing that to “break down” the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwas to
“break down” the  ָבּמָה. Hence, this sort of association would indicate that, at least, part of what
constituted a  ָבּמָהand by which such would be identified was the presence of a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח.
 ַמצֵבוֹת ֲא, שׁ ִֵריםand בָּמוֹת
The same sort of syntax that relates the  ָבּמָהto  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwould also seem to be found in the last
two clauses of v. 15, by which the  ֲאשׁ ֵָרהis associated with the  ָבּמָה. After describing the
destruction of the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, the text next stipulates that  ַויִּשְׂר ֹף אֶת־ ַה ָבּמָה הֵדַ ק ְל ָעפָר. As noted, for some
this is such a problematic clause that they give preference to the LXX. Yet, again, by recognizing
the subsequent clause as an explanatory aside, with the  ְוfunctioning epexegetically, the need for
such an emendation no longer exists.
Further support for this interpretation lies in vv. 6 and 7. There, an  ֲאשׁ ֵָרהwas located in the
temple. The action taken against this apparatus is thus described: ַחַל קִדְ רוֹן ְויּ ָדֶ ק ְל ָעפָר ְויּ ִשׂר ֹף א ֹתָ הּ ְבּנ.
Note the near exactness of the phraseology with v. 15. As in vv. 6 and 7, the  ָבּמָהis said to be
“burned” ( )שׁ ַָרףand then “ground to dust” ()הֵדַ ק ְל ָעפָר. Hence, considering that the next clause
again uses  שׂ ַָרףto describe action taken against the  ֲאשׁ ֵָרה, it would seem, as with the association
between  ִמזְ ֵב ַחand  ָבּמָה, that the clause is asserting such a relation between the two objects that the
one can serve as a representative for the other. Yet, as opposed to the last instance, in this case,
the association is reversed. The general category is stated first, with the specific reference
following in the explicative clause. The reason for this could be the desired emphasis which
permeates vv. 15–18 with regard to the זְ ֵבּ ַח ִמ. Unlike the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, the  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwas not presented on the
same level of condemnation.
However one would explain such, here again, as with  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, we have such a close
association between  ָבּמָהand a specific cultic apparatus that the verbal action taken against the
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one is regarded as verbal action taken against the other and, thus, would indicate that, as with
 ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, this  ֲאשׁ ֵָרהwas an essential element to the  ָבּמָהsite. One last piece of evidence for an
association between  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  בָּמוֹתis found in v. 14. Yet, here we also see a third cultic item
mentioned, that item being a  ַמ ֵצּבָה. As with  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים,  ַמצֵּבוֹתalso appear to be related to  ָבּמָה.
Whereas some take v. 14 as a generalizing comment,161 it would seem that it should be
related to the preceding verse, which dealt with the destruction of the Solomonic בָּמוֹת. One
reason why concerns the utilization of  ָטמֵאto describe the cessation of the Solomonic  בָּמוֹתin v.
13 and the utilization of bones as described in v. 14. As we have already noted, the text stipulates
that one action by which Josiah desecrated ( ) ָטמֵאa  ָבּמָהwas the burning of bones upon the site.
Here again, in v. 14, we find a reference to the use of bones. Although the verb employed in this
case, “( לֵא ָמto fill”), differs from that normally used () ָטמֵא, the same concept would seem to be
indicated.162 Thus, the same action taken against a  ָבּמָהin general, and the Solomonic  בָּמוֹתin
particular, is also taken against the places where  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים, as well as  ַמצֵּבוֹתwere situated.163 Hence
by connecting v. 14 with v. 13 through the similarity of verbal action, we have also connected
 ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹתwith the Solomonic בָּמוֹת. That all three items are to be so linked could be further
indicated by the adverbial phrase מְקוֹמָם, especially in light of the utilization of the 3rd Masc. pl.
suffix. Indeed, as Šanda observes with regard to this adverbial phrase:“In מקומםbezieht sich das
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See for example, Montgomery and Gehen, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Kings,
534 and Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 2:624.
162

It may be that v. 14’s reference to filling that place with bones actually serves as recapitulation of the
subsequent note of the  בָּמוֹתdesecration at the end of v. 13.
163

The argument regarding the verbal action differs somewhat from that regarding v. 15. Whereas the focus in
v. 15 is on the verbs utilized to denote the destruction of both the  ָבּ ָמהand the cultic apparatus, such is not the case in
for v. 14, seeing that the verb used there for the destruction of the apparatus is שׁבַר
ָ , which is not employed in the
previous verse for the Solomonic בָּמוֹת. The focus here is on the subsequent verbal clause, which describes the use of
bones to desecrate the location of the apparatus, which evinces the same sort of notion elsewhere in the report for
desecration of ( בָּמוֹתesp. v. 16). Hence, the same sort of verbal action described with regard to the place of these
apparatus, indicated by  ָמקוֹ ָמם, is the link between שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאand  ַמצֵּבוֹתof v. 14 and the  בָּמוֹתof v. 13.
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Suffix auf die Bamot in v. 13, aber auch auf die Standorte der Malsteine und Pfähle in 14a.”164
Hence, v. 14 closely associates  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵבוֹתwith בָּמוֹת, via three means: 1) the nearness
of literary context; 2) the possible antecedents of the adverbial phrase’s suffix; 3) and especially
the similarity of verbal action. Once this connection is affirmed, v. 15 would seem to provide
indication as to how these  ַמצֵבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵרםare related to בָּמוֹת. Seeing that v. 15 indicates that the
term  ָבּמָהwas characterized by the presence of a  ִמזְבֵּ ַחand  ֲאשׁ ֵָרה, it would seem best to understand
the relation of  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹתto  בָּמוֹתin v. 14 as also constitutive parts of these sites. Hence,
these three cultic apparatus,  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת, appear to be essential features of a  ָבּמָה.

Conclusion
From the exegetical evidence thus surmised, it seem most plausible that 2 Kgs 23:4–20
presents solid evidence as to the nature of a  ָבּמָה. Based on this evidence, it seems proper to speak
of those things which are essential to a  ָבּמָהand those things which are incidental.
As to what was essential, by which one could identify a  ָבּמָה, the text would suggest a
certain cultic practice, which is indicated by the verb ( ָקטַרin the piel stem). This could very well
have involved the offering up of ִשׁ
ִ ּ “(ים אfood offerings”). That this cultic act was not performed
by the laity but  בָּמוֹתpriests is likewise supported by the text. Hence, both a certain cultic
function and personnel seem to be essential to a  ָבּמָהsite. The third item, as evinced by vv. 15
and 14, would be that of certain cultic apparatus; specifically  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת.
The text also provides understanding as to what was incidental to a  ; ָבּמַהthat is, what was
of a secondary nature to such a site. Considering the variety presented as to location, it would
seem that there was no specific preference for the placement of בָּמוֹת. It should be noticed,
though, that this does not just relate to a specific location but also the more general categories of
164

Šanda, Die Bücher der Könige: Übersetzt und erklärt, 349.
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rural and urban settings. The text provides sound support that  בָּמוֹתwas located external to as
well as internal to ע ִָרים, with perhaps more of a penchant for a rural setting.
A second factor with respect to things incidental to  בָּמוֹתis the object of worship. As we
have argued above, with references to two sets of priesthood, one serving pagan deities (the
 ) ְכּמ ִָריםand the other for Yahwistic worship (the )כּ ֹ ֲהנִים,  בַּמוֹתwere eclectic sites.
One element which does not seem to factor in much, if at all, from the exegesis of 2 Kgs 23
is the notion that a  ָבּמַהwas identified by a certain architectural sophistication. The phrase בָּתֵ י
 בָּמוֹתmay well provide evidence that some  בָּמוֹתdid possess some architectural elements, but
overall, this sort of thing was not an essential element to its nature. Further, the idea that they
could be “temple-like” seems to be rendered unlikely due to, at least one, being located within a
gate complex.
From this, then, 2 Kgs 23 seems to support the definition of a  ָבּמָהas being a cultic site
which was identified by a certain cultic function, cultic personnel and cultic apparatus, located in
a variety of settings and used for both Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic worship. The next three
chapters will analyze the broader textual evidence to ascertain whether such supports, adds to or
contradicts this analysis.
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CHAPTER THREE
BROADER TEXTUAL EVIDENCE REGARDING ( בָּמוֹתPART 1): APPARATUS,
ACTIVITY AND PERSONNEL
In the following three chapters, we will explore the broader textual evidence, primarily
from the OT, as to the nature of a  ָבּמָה. Specifically, in relation to the prior examination of 2 Kgs
23, with which a description for a  ָבּמָהwas put forward, the present inquiry will seek to confirm,
expand or, possibly, reject in whole or in part the proposed definition. It should be noticed that
the examination of 2 Kgs 23 indicated a two-layered depiction of a  ָבּמָה, in which certain
elements seemed to be essential to such a site, whereas other elements were more secondary and
fluctuated in their relation to בָּמוֹת. The first category consists of cultic personnel, functions and
apparatus. The present chapter will focus on these items as they relate to the broader textual
evidence. The following chapter will take up the incidental elements, namely the objects of
worship and the location of בָּמוֹת. Also, in the following chapter, we will deal with verbs of
construction and destruction/cessation. In the final chapter, two issues will be focused on. First,
we will take up problematic texts that have been utilized by others to advance definitions for בָּמוֹת
which are contrary to that proposed in this study; specifically those texts which are advanced to
advocate some sort of architectural sophistication as being essential to a  ָבּמָה. The second issue
will be texts which exhibit significant text critical problems in order to determine if such texts
should be considered as part of the overall evidence and if so how.
It seems appropriate here to highlight four methodological factors that will govern the
examination of this broader textual evidence. First, it must be observed that our presentation is
following a heuristic model in that we have placed the textual evidence from 2 Kgs 23 at the
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forefront of our discussion as to the nature of בָּמוֹת, with the broader evidence then being utilized
to confirm or reject the conclusions we have drawn from that chapter. Secondly, with respect to
the broader textual evidence, there are actually three categories that a text can fall into with
regarding its relation to the suggested definition: it can provide support, it can dispute or it can
simply be ambivalent toward the proposed definition drawn from the textual evidence of 2 Kgs
23. Thirdly, with regard to the third category of ambivalence, for a text to fall into this
classification, it must be demonstrated that such, at least, allows for an interpretation,1 which is
able to support the proposed definition.2 It will not be the only option, but it has to be an option.
Fourth, although the broader evidence is adduced to evaluate the offered description which is
based on 2 Kgs 23, that is not an indication that the present study predisposes such as more
reliable to that found in 2 Kgs 23. Rather, the present study regards the evidence from 2 Kgs 23
as reliable as evidence found elsewhere, especially with respect to textual evidence. Hence, it is
affirmed that to reject evidence from 2 Kgs 23 requires more than mere silence elsewhere. One
corollary of this is that a controlling principle to the present broader inquiry is that only clear,
affirmative evidence which complicates the textual evidence from 2 Kgs 23 or contests the
interpretation of the textual evidence3 based on 2 Kgs 23 will be regarded as sufficient cause to
re-order or reject the proposed definition.

1

Of course, the implication here is that one does not have to stretch the grammar of the texts beyond what
would generally be acceptable.
2

Actually, this concerns a specific part of the definition, rather than the whole of the definition, seeing that the
textual evidence will be broken down based upon the three elements stipulated as essential to a  ָבּ ָמהsite. So, for
example, with respect to the relation of  ָבּ ָמהand a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, texts which are relevant here must demonstrate the
possibility that they can be interpreted to support the notion that  ִמזְבְּחוֹתwere essential apparatus to בָּמוֹת.
3

Such a distinction seems necessary considering that one may agree with a certain translation of 2 Kgs 23 but
not the interpretation of what that translation signifies. Hence, one may very well agree that השׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹתdoes signify
a  ָבּ ָמהof the gates, but not agree with the interpretation that such indicates a  ָבּ ָמהpositioned in between two gates.
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Cultic Apparatus
As indicated in the previous chapter, one essential element to a  ָבּמָהis that of cultic
apparatus. The following inquiry will hence focus upon what other texts indicate as to the sort of
cultic apparatus associated with  ָבּמָהand if such evidence affirms the notion that certain items
were regarded as necessary features for a site to be identified as a  ָבּמָה. The last point will
actually involve two factors. One, as argued from 2 Kgs 23, three specific items appeared to be
essential to the nature of a  מָה ָבּsite. Those items were:  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת. Hence, as the
evidence is examined, it will be necessary to determine whether it supports this notion or not.
Secondly, though, as will become apparent in the following inquiry, there are other items that
certain texts identify with בָּמוֹת. Hence, it will thus be necessary to try and determine whether
such should be also considered as requisite apparatus for a  בָּמוֹתsite. It must, again, be recalled
that there are three possible categories which the following texts may fall into; they may support,
reject or demonstrate ambivalence to the proposed definition. We will first survey texts that deal
with  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים, ִמזְבְּחוֹתand  ַמצֵּבוֹת.
ִמזְבְּחוֹת
With regard to  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, there are passages which closely associate the word  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwith  ָבּמָה,4
but do not give a clear indication as to how they are related. Hence, they appear to fall into our
third category. One such passage would seem to be 1 Kgs 12:25–13:34. This narrative deals with
the efforts of Jeroboam to establish a new cultic practice in the recently constituted northern
Kingdom. The passage indicates that Jeroboam has made a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחat Bethel, at which he himself
4

Of the broader textual evidence which seem to indicate such a relationship, we find: 1 Kgs 13:32; 2 Kgs 18:4,
22, 21:3; 1 Chr 16:39; 2 Chr 1:3f, 14:2,3, 28:25, 31:1, 32:12, 33:3, 34:3; Jer 17:3 (possibly) and Ezek 6:3 Many of
the Chronicle references are parallel accounts to those found in Kings. The following will focus on a few of these
passages in the main body, with references made to the remainder either in the body or in the footnote section. The
only passages that will not be dealt with or alluded to is Jer 17:3 (which will be mentioned later, especially in
dealing with text-critical issues) and 2 Chr 34:3 (this will be dealt with in a subsequent chapter, seeing that it is the
parallel to 2 Kgs 23).
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oversees the cultic activity, at least during his newly innovated religious “( חַגfestival”).5 The
narrative’s main focus is on the condemnation of Jeroboam’s new cultic practices through the
recently arrived “( אִישׁ אֱ&והִיםMan of God’) from Judah. In this account, we find, among other
things, Jeroboam “making” ( בֵּית בָּמוֹת ) ָעשָׂהthroughout the northern kingdom. 6
Whereas in the words recorded concerning the Man of God’s initial condemnation (13:2
specifically) reference is only made with respect to the Bethel  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, in the later recounting of the
declaration by the old prophet (1 Kgs 13:32), the original prophecy is amplified with the addition
of  ְועַל כָּל־בָּתֵּ י ַהבָּמוֹת ֲאשֶׁר ְבּע ֵָרי שֹׁמְוֹן. In this elaboration, we see a very close association between the
 ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand the בָּתֵּ י ַהבָּמוֹת. What makes this association even more striking is that any mention of
 בָּמוֹתis completely lacking in the prior notice found in 13:2. Hence, there appears to be such a
connection between the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחat Bethel and the  בָּמוֹתsystem throughout the northern kingdom, so
that the mere mention of the one infers the other, as evident by the elucidation of the Man of
God’s message by the old prophet. Yet, the nature of that relationship is not clearly indicated in
this account; only that the one does seem to infer the other.7 So, though not affirming the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחas
essential to a  ָבּמַה, nevertheless, it does provide a strong link between the two and it certainly
does not challenge the proposed association.
5

See below for a further summation of this event.

6

As will be argued below, though, the initial reference in 12:31, being in the singular, is likely only regarding
Bethel (thus identifying the  בָּמוֹתthere as a )בֵּית בָּמוֹת. Still, in light of the indication in 13:32 that such existed in the
cities of Samaria and the explicit mention of Jeroboam “making priests for the  ”בָּמוֹתin 13:33 (in similar wording
with 12:31), it would still seem a sound conclusion to understand Jeroboam as the main innovator of the  בָּמוֹתsystem
throughout the northern kingdom.
7

A similar association between a specific location with broader cultic sites is found in 2 Chr 28:24–25. There,
in dealing with the sins of Ahaz, v. 24 mentions that Ahaz set up  ִמזְבְּחוֹתin Jerusalem (note, unlike the Jeroboam
account, the reference is to multiple “altars” rather than just one). The subsequent verse then stipulates: וּ ְבכָל־עִיר ָועִיר
שׁה בָמוֹת
ָ לִיהוּדָ ה ָע. Hence, a specific location (Jerusalem), in which  ִמזְבְּחוֹתwere set up, is first mentioned, with the very
next reference being to  בָּמוֹתpositioned through the land. Whereas, it would seem incorrect to even draw the same
conclusion as that which was put forward regarding the Jeroboam account (that the one seemed to infer the other),
nevertheless, again we see a close association between  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand בָּמוֹת. This account itself does not, though, provide
as close association between the two terms as we find in other places. The connection is more on the contextual
level, than providing any sort of grammatical connection (for example, with a ) ְו.
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There are other passages which also closely associate  ִמזְבְּחוֹתwith בָּמוֹת. For instance, in 2
Kgs 18:22,8 as the שׁקֵה
ָ  ַרב־attempts to negotiate/intimidate the people of Jerusalem, we find, in
his description of the Hezekian reforms, the statement that Hezekiah had “removed” (אֶת־ )סוּר
בָּמ ֹתָ יו אֶת־ ִמזְבְּח ֹתָ ו. Note that here  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand  ָבּמָהare the dual object of the verb סוּר. Additionally,
they are both in the plural as well as having the 3rd masc. sg. suffix. Whereas the  ְוhere could
indicate coordination of two independent terms, there are at two reasons why it could also be an
explicative waw or even more likely an emphatic waw. First, in the initial account of Hezekiah’s
reforms (2 Kgs 18:4), where the action taken again  בָּמוֹתis again described with the verb סוּר,
with two other cultic apparatus being mentioned ( ַמצֵּבוֹתand ) ֲאשׁ ֵָרה, though governed by two
different verbs ( כּ ַָרתand שׁבַר
ָ ), no mention is made of  ִמזְבְּחוֹת. Yet, in the Rabshakeh’s account,
 ִמזְבְּחוֹתare specified, along with בָּמוֹת, and that with the same verb (again )סוּר, with no further
mention of other cultic apparatus. Hence, a very likely explanation of this is that what is implied
in 18:4, the destruction of  ִמזְבְּחוֹתvia the destruction of בָּמוֹת, is thus explicitly stated in 18:22.
That such is likely the case is affirmed by the parallel passage concerning Hezekian reforms in 2
Chr 31:1,9 where, again governed by the same verb (this time )נָתַ ץ, both  בָּמוֹתand  ִמזְבְּוחוֹתare
mentioned. Secondly, the Rabshakeh appears to be drawing a contrast between the  חוֹת ִמזְ ְבּfound
at the  בָּמוֹתand the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחfound at Jerusalem,10 as he goes on to stipulate that not only did
Hezekiah destroy the former but he also forced the Judeans to worship at the latter. It is for this
reason that the  ִמזְבְּחוֹתare now explicitly pointed to and emphasized.11 In light of this, then, the
reference to  בָּמוֹתappears superfluous, except that  בָּמוֹתare thus closely connected to the  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,

8

As well as the parallel account in 2 Chronicles (32:12).

9

I.e. the parallel passage to 2 Kgs 18:4.

10

Note how this explanation would also

11

It is this last point which would seem to give greater weight as taking the  ְוhere as emphatic.
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in that they are the locations for the  ִמזְבְּחוֹתjust as Jerusalem in the location for the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, whence
Hezekiah required worship. Accordingly, viewing the  ְוas indicating explication or emphasis
would seem to be the more in line with the logic of the verse.
As likely has become evident from the previous discussion, as well as the examination of 2
Kgs 23, often these various cultic apparatus are juxtaposed via the  ְוconjunction. Thus far, an
argument has been put forward to not regard its use as indicating coordination, but, often,
explication. A passage that would not allow such an explanation would appear to be 2 Kgs 21:3.
Here, we find the account of Manasseh re-establishing idolatrous worship in Judah. The account
stipulates:  ַויִּשָׁב ַויִּבֶן אֶת־ ַהבָּמוֹת ֲאשֶׁר ִאבַּד חִז ִקיּ ָהוּ אָבִיו ַויּ ָ ִמזְבְּח ֹת ַל ַבּעַל קֶם. Here, it would seem that the  ְוis
indicating coordination. Yet, it is also important to note that the  ְוis used here in the verbal
conjugation of a waw consecutive imperfect, which hence would likely indicate some sort of
consecution. How this consecution is to be understood may be indicated by the observation that
the author seems to have stylized his account on the basis of the earlier report (1 Kgs 16:32–33)
concerning the activities of Ahab.12 As Wray Beal points out, the very grammatical construction
reflects the Kings’ earlier account about Ahab.13 The parallel portions of the two accounts read as
follows:
1 Kgs 16:32–3: ַויַּעַשׂ אַחאָב אֶת ָה ֲאשׁ ֵָרה ׃ ַויָּקֶם ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח ַל ָבּעַל בֵּית ַה ַבּעַל ֲאשֶׁר ָבּנָה בְּשֹׁמְרוֹן
2 Kgs 21:3: ְויָּשָׁב ַויִּבֶן אֶת־ ַהבָּמוֹת ֲאשֶׁר ִאבַּד ִהזְ ִקיּ ָהוּ אָבִיו ַויָּקֶם ִמזְבְּחוֹת ַל ַבּעַל ַויַּעַשׁ ֲאשׁ ֵָרה
Hence, we see the same verbs utilized for the construction of the  מִז ֵבּ ַחand the  ֲאשׁ ֶָרה,14 as

12

That such is likely the case is due to the author’s own statement: שׂ ָר ֵאל
ְ ִ שׂה אַחְאָב ֶמלֶ* י
ָ שׁר ָע
ֶ  ַכּ ֲא.

13

Wray Beal, 1 & Kings, 488.

14

Whereas, the present argument will focus on the connection of  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand בָּמוֹת, it should be noted that this
passage, with its reference to a שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲא, does not provide support for taking the שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאas constitutive parts of a  ָבּ ָמה.
That such is the case would seem to be affirmed by the utilization of the singular שׁ ִרָה
ֵ  ֲאversus the plural forms for
 ִמזְ ֵב ַחand  ָבּ ָמה. It is a single cultic item, which is likely referred to again in v. 7 (with Gray, I & II Kings, 706 and Keil
and Delitzsch, 1 & 2 Kings, 1 & 2 Chronicles, 332). 2 Chr 33:3 and 9 deal with the same account as that found in 2
Kgs 21. In dealing with Manasseh’s apostasy, 2 Chron 33 stipulates that he built  בָּמוֹתand further notes his erection
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well as the mention of both these items. It should be noted that the use of  קוּםwith reference to
constructing a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחis rather rare, occurring only approximately five times, with two being in
these passages.15 Father parallels concern the notice that the  ִמזְבְּחוֹתerected by Manasseh are ַל ַבּעַל
as they are described in Ahab’s account. Also, if the relative clause of 1 Kgs 16:32 is understood
as describing בֵּית ַה ַבּעַל, as is likely due to the word order, then we find another close similarity
with 2 Kgs 21:3, with regard to the phrase  ַויִּבֶן אֶת־ ַהבָּמוֹת, in that the same verb is used for both.
With regard to 1 Kgs 16, though, it appears to be that the phrase  עַלבֵּית ַה ַבּis an accusative
serving an adverbial function. It is indicating the place where the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחof Ahab was erected. Yet,
this sort of notice is lacking in 1 Kgs 21:3. This factor, though, may help to clarify how the waw
consecutive imperfect is being used in the 2 Kgs 21 passage, with respect to the third clause (that
beginning with ) ַויָּקֶם. Rather than expressing temporal consecution, it could be expressing logical
consecution.16 It that case, it would be indicating result: the construction of  בָּמוֹresulted in the ת
establishment of  ִמזְבְּחוֹתthroughout Judea. In so doing, then, it would provide the location of the
 ִמזְבְּחוֹתset up by Manasseh (at these various  בָּמוֹתsites) and, in keeping with the intent of the
of  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand his making שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאin the initial description (v. 3). In so doing, there is a notable differences between
this account and its parallel in 2 Kgs 21:3. In Kings, we find in the singular שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲא, which is later identified as being
located in the temple at Jerusalem, while in 2 Chron 33:3, the plural שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאis used. In the Chronicles’ account, the
item which is specifically spoken of as being placed in the temple is( ֶפּסֶל ַה ֶסּ ֶמל33:7). Based on the parallel account in
Kings, it could be that the שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאof 2 Chron 33:3 has now become the  ֶפּסֶל ַה ֶסּ ֶמל, of v. 7. Note that here, the singular
( ) ֶפּסֶלis used. Yet, in the final reference to  ֶפּסֶל ַה ֶסּ ֶמל, where also we find again mention of  בָּמוֹתand שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא, we find
the plural )  ְפּ ִסלִים33:19). Seeing that no mention is previously made to any other  ְפ ִסלִים, this then could be a literary
devise utilized by the Chronicler in his summarizing statements. In the first instance, where his statement is more
general in substance, he utilizes the plural of שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא. As he provides a more detailed description of Manasseh’s
actions in vv. 4–7, the singular  ֶפסֶל ַה ֶסּ ֶמל, which is now standing in place of the aforementioned שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא, is used. When
in the later verse (19), where he is again summarizing, he utilizes the plural forms. Note, as we have witnessed with
 ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand  ָבּ ָמה, the two terms, שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאand  ְפ ִסלִיםare the dual objects of the same verb ( ) ָע ַמדin v. 19. Hence, as we have
seen in examples with  בָּמוֹתand  ִמזְבְחוֹת, we likely have  ְוfunctioning here epexegetically. This then would correspond
to the report from 1 Kgs. Hence, what we have observed with 1 Kgs 21:3, would thus prove true here: that the dual
reference to  בָּמוֹתand שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאshould be understood as denoting two separate elements.
15

The other places are 2 Sam 24:18, with its parallel 1 Chr 21:18, and 2 Chr 33:3, which parallels 2 Kgs 21:3.

16

Similarly, Ezek 6:4 could also be viewed as a result clause (see, for e.g., NASB translation; note that in v. 6,
which is nearly identical to vv. 3–4, note only the NASB, but also the ESV, NRSV and the NIV all take the third
clause to be that of result), with v. 3 speaking of the destruction of the  ָבּ ָמהand v. 4 indicating the result of such
destruction, which, among other items, include the destruction of  ִמזְבְּחוֹת.
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author, would further strengthen the parallel between these two passages. Just as בֵּית ַה ַבּעַל
indicates the place where the  ִמזְבְּחוֹתwere located, so too the  בָּמוֹתserved a similar function, in
that by building such, this resulted in the establishment of  ִמזְבְּחוֹתthroughout the land. Implicit in
such, then, is that  ִמזְבְּחוֹתwere constitutive elements of  בָּמוֹתsites. So, in the least, this posits a
possible explanation which is true to the grammar and yet allows for the possibility that the ְו
does not demand that ְ ֵ חוֹת ִמזְבּand  בָּמוֹתare to be regarded as independent items.17
Whereas, none of the passages thus far examined necessarily support the proposed
definition, still the above explanations do allow for such.18 One text, though, does seem to
provide strong support for taking  ִמזְבְּחוֹתas essential apparatus to  בָּמוֹתis 1 Kgs 3:3–4.19 In 1 Kgs
3:1–15, we read of the account concerning Solomon’s encounter with Yahweh at the Gibeon  ָבּמָה.
In v. 4, we read the following:  ִגּבְעֹנָה ִלזְבּ ֹ ַח שָׁם1ֶ ַה ֶמּל1ֶכִּי הִיא ג ָבּמָה ַהגְּדוֹלָה ֶאלֶף ע ֹלוֹת י ַ ֲעלֶה שְׁ'מ ֹה עַל א ַויֵּל
 ַה ִמּזְ ֵבּ ַח הַהוּ. The importance for the present inquiry concerns the demonstrative use of the personal
pronoun  הוּאin the prepositional phrase עַל ַה ִמּזְ ֵבּ ַח הַהוּא. There is no prior mention of a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחin the
context (vv. 1–4), so the likely antecedent of the pronoun is  ַה ָבּמָה ַהגְּדוֹלָהof Gibeon.20 This, of
course, is part of the textual evidence induced by Vaughan for his notion that the two terms

17

It could, at the most, also indicate something about the nature of a  ָבּ ָמהin relation to a  ַבּי ֶת. The reason for the
differing grammatical structuring, which, in light of the apparent effort of the author to stylize his account after that
of the Ahab narrative, stands out, could be because there was a fundamental difference between a  ַבי ֶתand a  ָבּ ָמה.
Whereas, a  ַבי ִתwas a structural complex that could “house” a  ִמזְ ֵב ַח, not so, in the same way, a  ָבּ ָמה. Hence, the author
utilized a different syntactical structure to express a similar notion. This does not indicate in what way they are
dissimilar nor affirm the proposal being put forward in this study. It only, possibly, indicates a fundamental
difference between a  בי ִתand a  ָבּ ָמה, with one possibility being the structural facet.
18

Hence, they fit more into the third category mentioned above.

19

As already indicated in chapter one, Vaughan himself utilizes the same two passages, 1 Kgs 3:4 and 23:15 to
affirm his association of  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwith  ָבּ ָמה. The difference here, of course, is that Vaughan argued for a synonymous
association of the terms, whereas the present inquiry suggests that they should be viewed as a part representing the
whole.
20

What would further seem to confirm this is the phrase “( ַרק ַבּבָּמוֹת הוּא ְמזַ ֵבּ ַח וּ ַמ ְקטִירstill he sacrificed and made
food offerings in the cultic place”). The scene of the sacrifice is in ( ) ְבּthe area of the cultic place of Gibeon, with the
specific place of sacrifice being upon ( )עַלthe altar. This would seem to make good sense of the grammar as well as
the contextual features of the text.
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should be, at times, viewed as synonymous. Against this, Emerton observes: “The verse certainly
associates bāmâ and altar, but it does not appear certain that it proves their identity. If the writer
and his readers could assume that the great bāmâ at Gibeon had an altar it seems possible that
verse 4 could refer back to it, even though an altar is not explicitly mentioned in the verse.”21
Nevertheless, the association here is so strong that even Barrick must contend: “the plain
meaning of the passage is that the altar was part of a larger sanctuary installation—the bamah—
at Gibeon.”22 Note, though, there is nothing in the passage that demands that the Gibeon  ָבּמָהwas
a “sanctuary installation,” only that there is an intricate connection between the two terms.23
Hence, when the two passages, I Kgs. 3:4 and 2 Kgs 23:15, are taken together, they would
seem to indicate that  ִמזְבְּחוֹתare closely related to בָּמוֹת, but not in such a way that they should be

21

Emerton, “The Biblical High Place in Light of Recent Study,” 123; see also Keil and Delitzsch, 1 & 2 Kings,
1 & 2 Chronicles, 31.
22

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 353.

23

Barrick does attempt to utilize Solomon’s dream as an indication for a sleeping chamber, which would thus
affirm some sort of architectural element to the  ָבּ ָמה. While permissible, the text does not indicate where Solomon
slept, only that he slept at Gibeon (it seems a safe assumption that there were other facilities there in which Solomon
could have spent the night). Barrick further utilizes the mention of the  ָבּ ָמהat Gibeon in 1 Chr 16:27f., as well as in
21:29, to substantiate that the location of the ( ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwhich in these passages, is further identified as the ; ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח הָעֹלָה
note that in the 2 Chr 1:5, which further mentions the  ָבּ ָמהof Gibeon and is the parallel account to 2 Kgs 3, the altar
is refereed to as שׁת ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח
ֶ ֹ  ) ַהנְּחwas “in” the “ ָבּ ָמהin” Gibeon, seeing that the propositional phrase  ַבּ ָבּ ָמהis utilized. Yet,
one important element that would also speak against a structural understanding of the  ָבּ ָמהis the notice that it is not
just  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח הָעֹלָהlocated “in” the  ָבּ ָמה, but  ִמשׁכַּן י ְהוָה, “tabernacle of Yahweh.” Such a structure had the dimensions of 45
ft. long (30 ft. for the main hall and 15 additional feet for the inner sanctuary), 15 ft. wide and 15 ft. high (C.L.
Feinberg, “Tabernacle,” ZPEB, 5:574–75). Yet, considering the mention of the bronze altar and that the whole site
appears operable, it would thus imply that the outer courtyard was also set up (whose dimensions were 150 ft. long
and 75 ft. wide; Feinberg, “Tabernacle,” 5:575). This, then, makes it very unlikely that the  ְבּpreposition requires
that this installation actually was located within a temple-like structure, which is Barrick’s understanding of בָּמוֹת
(note that “in” for  ְבּwould seem to be the very nuance Barrick is advocating for, because he subsequently states that
the preposition phrase  ְבּגִבְאוֹןwould thus indicate an urban setting; if  ְבּmeant “near” or “in the vicinity” such a
nuance would not require an urban setting (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 353)). If Barrick
means that it was “near” such a site (which would not seem to be the case, seeing that he indeed translates it with
“in”), then this actually would not require a structural facility, seeing that only by positing a location “in” something
actually requires that the something possess a structural element. Thus, the very notion that the tabernacle of
Yahweh is set up would more likely convey the idea that  ְבּ, if the nuance of “in” is correct, indicates that such a site
was not a structural facility. It should be observed, though that while we do not have the same sort of grammatical
structure as we find in 2 Kgs 3:4 (including the parallel account in 2 Chr 1:5), still in these two passages, as well as
2 Chr 1:5 (note that here, the means by which the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחis identified as located at Gibeon is via the adverb שׁם
ָ rather
than the preposition ) ְבּ, we again have a very close association between these two elements.
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identified as synonymous terms. There was a distinction between the two terms.24 This
association, as defended in the first chapter, would thus be a part of the cultic site representing
the whole of the cultic site. This possibly receives further confirmation by Vaughan’s
observation referenced in chapter one with regard to those passages in Kings that mention
various cultic apparatus (specifically  ִמצֵּבוֹתand  ) ֲאשׁ ִֵריםbut do not list  ִמזְבְּחוֹת.25
There are four passages where a list of cultic items, specifically  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים, occur
which are thus associated with בָּמוֹת, but do not include any reference to  ִמזְבְּחוֹת.26 Whereas
Vaughan’s explanation, that the two terms were synonymous (sometimes), would not stand, the
above explanation would provide a rational for this apparent ellipsis, in that, as these two items
are so closely associated, the mention of one allows for the implication of the other. Yet, this also
infers something about the association of  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים. As noted in chapter two, with respect
to 23:15’s mention of  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים, these two items do not appear as closely linked with  בָּמוֹתas  ִמזְבְּחוֹת.
 ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand ַמצֵּבוֹת
In the previous section, reference has already been made to the association of  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand
 ַמצֵּבוֹתwith בָּמוֹת, specifically in relation to the book of Kings.27 In Chronicles, we find further

24

Recalling the previous chapter, 2 Kgs 23 would seem to indicate the need to distinction between a  ָבּ ָמהand a
 ִמזְ ֵב ַחbecause of the close association also made between a  ָבּ ָמהand a שׁ ָר
ֵ  ה ֲאand a ( ַמ ֵצּבָהsee above).
25

As already observed, Vaughan would seem to have overstated his case that there is no place where ִמזְבְּחוֹת
and  בָּמוֹתare referenced together, although in his footnotes he does qualify this, seeing that in two cases these two
items are mentioned together (2 Kgs 18:22 and 21:3). In his defense, though, it should be noted that in these two
passages, a list of cultic items is not found. As we have stipulated above, with regard to 21:3, the שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאis not to be
associated with the aforementioned ( ִמזְבְּחוֹתnor the )בָּמוֹת. It is a specific reference to the שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאManasseh established
in the temple. In 2 Kgs 18:22, there is no list; only  ִמזְבְּחוֹתare referenced and, as argued above, should be viewed as
closely connected with בָּמוֹת. Hence, by these qualifications, Vaughan’s point still stands. When a list of cultic items
is provided in the book of Kings, with the list being that of שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאand  ַמצֵּבוֹת, there is no mention of  ִמזְבְּחוֹת. The only
passage that actually challenges Vaughan’s observation is 2 Kgs 23:15, where a שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאis mentioned in association
with the  ָבּ ָמהsite at Bethel. This, though, might explain why there is no reference to  ַמצֵּבוֹת, in that this is an unusual
method for the writer.
26

These four passages are 1 Kgs 14:23, 2 Kgs 17:10–11, 18:4 and 2 Kgs 23:13–14.

27

1 Kgs 14:23, 2 Kgs 17:10–11, 18:4 and 2 Kgs 23:13–14.
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mention of such in three passages (2 Chr 14:2, 31:128 and 34:429).30 So, in these seven passages,31
we have a very close association, via context, between  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwith בָּמוֹת. 1 Kgs 14:23
and 2 Kgs 18:432 could be read either as indicating separate cultic apparatus from  בָּמוֹתor as cultic

28

As already stipulated above, that  ִמזְבֶּחוֹתare here mention with  בָּמוֹתas well as being governed by the same
verb would seem to support the notion that in the Kings account, the mention of  בָּמוֹתimplied the presence of  ִמזְבְּחוֹת.
Yet, reversely, that in Kings, there is no mention of  ִמזְבְּחוֹתwould indicate that the  ְוin Chronicles not to be
understood as indicating two separate items. Again, as we have seen in other examples, the most likely sense is
epexegetical.
29

We will save this last passage for chapter four, seeing that it is the parallel passage concerning Josianic
reforms and hence needs a more detailed examination, as it could pose problems for the above interpretation.
30

In 2 Chr 31:1, we have a parallel account of Hezekiah’s reforms, which is similar to but not exact with the
Kings passage (18:4). The differences between the two accounts involves: 1) In the Kings version, Hezekiah
“removed” ( )סוּרthe בָּמוֹת, whereas in the Chronicles account the people of Judah (note the change of subject) “broke
down” ( )נָתַ ץthe  בָּמוֹתand the  ; ִמזְבְּחוֹת2) Whereas in the same verb (שׁבַר
ָ ) is used with reference to the  ַמצֵּבוֹת, with
regard to the שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא, two different verbs are utilized (in Kings, כּ ַָרת, in Chronicles,( ;)גָּדַ ע3) As already indicated, in
Kings it is Hezekiah performing the action, while in Chronicles it is the people; 4) Finally, the order of cultic
apparatus differs, with Kings mentioning  בָּמוֹתfirst, while in Chronicles they are placed last (along with ) ִמזְבְּחוֹת.
With regard to 2 Chr 14:2, which recounts the reforms of Ahaz, we have a differing account from Kings in two
respects: 1) Differing with regard to the details of the reforms, with Chronicles granting a much more minute
recounting; 2) Differing with regard to the action taken against the בָּמוֹת. Kings stipulates that the  בָּמוֹתwere not
“removed” ()סוּר, whereas Chronicles state that they were. Yet, this sort of apparent contradiction is also found
within the Chronicles corpus itself, specifically with regard to Jehosophat. In 2 Chr 17:26, it stipulates that he did
“remove” ( )סוּרthe בָּמוֹת, whereas 20:33 state that he did not do such. Hence, even in Chronicles corpus, there
appears some sort of dynamic understanding with respect to  בָּמוֹתremoval.
31

We are excluding 2 Kgs 23:14, as it has already been dealt with and is part of the Josianic evidence for the
proposed definition.
32

There is a certain dynamic going on with the word שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאhere and in 2 Kgs 21:3. As we noted with respect to
21:3, this would seem to be distinct from the  בָּמוֹתand the  ִמזְבְּחוֹתmentioned in the first part of the verse. One reason
adduced is the singular שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאversus the plural  בָּמוֹתand  ִמזְבְּחוֹת. Yet, there is textual grounds for understanding the
reference here as being the plural. The LXX, Syriac and the Vulgate all render the term here with the plural. This is
further support by the parallel passage in 2 Chr 33:3. The same sort of phenomenon occurs with 2 Kgs 18:4, with the
above-mentioned translations adopting the plural for the singular, with the addition of one Targum manuscript.
Again, the parallel account in Chronicles also utilizes the plural. Unlike 21:3, though, there would seem to be good
reason for adopting the plural in 18:4 rather than retaining the MT singular. As rendered in the MT, שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאhas the
definite article, which thus would seem to indicate an antecedent use of the word. Yet, contextually no such
antecedent exists. So, unlike 21:3, where a subsequent reference makes clear what שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאis being referred (note there
is no article attached to שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ) ֲאand thus indicates a separate cultic item, there is no contextual reason in 18:4 for the
use of the singular with the article as pointing to a specific cultic item. Whereas, this could be a case where the שׁ ָרה
ֵ ֲא
in question is a well-known item, it should be noticed that the article is also attached to  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand תבָּמוֹ. In those
cases, it would appear to be denoting class of items (a generic use of the article). Hence, in line with that usage, it
would seem better to adopt the plural here, with the article indicating a class of cultic equipment designated by
שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא. This could be a case of the MT being corrupted for theological reasons, in that a later copyist attempted to
draw a comparison between Hezekiah and Manasseh, in much the same way as a comparison is drawn between
Manasseh and Ahab, on the basis of word correspondence. Hence, the שׁ ָרה
ֵ  ֲאthere is singular, so it is rendered as
such in 18:4.
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apparatus as constituting בָּמוֹת.33 Here again, the above observation about the relation of ִמזְבְּחוֹת
and  בָּמוֹתwould seem to play a significant role. If the  בָּמוֹתreferences in these two verses infer
 ִמזְבְּחוֹת, then these two passages could simply be listings of the individual cultic items associated
with בָּמוֹת. That such could be the case finds support from 2 Chron 31:1. We have already noted
the feature between 2 Chr 31:1 and its counterpart in 2 Kgs 18:4, that, whereas in Kings, the
reference is only to בָּמוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹתin Chronicles,  ִמזְבְּחוֹתis added to the list and, being
governed by the same verb,34 in close connection with בָּמוֹת. This then provides support for the
understanding that, in Kings, when  בָּמוֹתare mentioned,  ִמזְבְּחוֹתare implied, which then further
allows for understanding these two lists in Kings as specifying what apparatus constituted a בָּמוֹת.
Whereas, this only grants allowance for such an understanding, stronger support for the
association between  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  בוֹת ַמ ֵצּwith  בָּמוֹתcomes from 2 Kgs 17:10–11. To arrive at how
this is so, we need to examine Emerton’s counter to a position held by Barrick. Barrick actually
utilizes this verse to disassociate  בָּמוֹתfrom being located on ַחַת כָּל־עץ ַר ֲענָןעַל כָּל־גִּבעָה גְבֹהָה וְת. He
does this in comparison with 2 Kgs 16:4. In 16:4, the text reads the following: ַויְזַ ֵבּ ַח ַוי ְ ַקטֵּר ַבּבָּמוֹת
 ְועַל־ ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן. With regard to the  ְו, he states that: “Unless the conjunction is
suppressed, it is obvious that we are dealing with two cultic loci: bamoth and hill-tops.”35 Then,
he adduces 2 Kgs 17:9b–10 as further support of this position, stipulating that  בָּמוֹתare held to be

33

That is, the  ְוin 1 Kgs 14:23 could either indicate coordination of three separate items or accompaniment of
these two items with the בָּמוֹת. In 2 Kgs 18:4, while coordination would seem the nuance, it is the coordination
concerning the verbal action. Thus, whereas the action would be construed as separate, the items themselves could
still be viewed as constituting a  ָבּ ָמהsite. What does not appear likely is that the  ְוshould be understood
epexegetically.
34

Though not counterpart to any of the examples from Kings, still 2 Chr 14:2 also places  ִמזְבְּחוֹתin close
association with בָּמוֹת, seeing that again they are governed, as opposed to the mention of שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאand  ַמצֵּבוֹת, by the
same verb ()סוּר. Hence, in line with what we have seen elsewhere, we have a listing of all three cultic objects, with
 ִמזְבְּחוֹתstanding in closer association with  ָבּ ָמהthan the other two.
35

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 379.
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urban sanctuaries distinct from hill-top installation, where  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwere found.36 Yet,
Emerton seemingly finds a weakness in Barrick’s analysis in light of v. 11, which reads: ַוי ְ ַקטְּרו־־
שׂלָה י ְהוָה ִמ ְפּנֵיהֶם ַויַּעֲשׂוּ דְּ ב ִָרים ָרעִים ְל ַה ְכעִיס אֶת־י ְהוָה
ְ שָׁם ְבּבָל־בָּמוֹת כַּגּי ִם ֲאשֶׁר־ ֶה. As he observes “What is
the force of the word ‘there’ (šām).”37 Whereas, the adverb  שָׁםcould refer only to the ע ִָרים
mentioned in v. 9b,38 Emerton adduces one specific reason for taking the term to refer to both the
cities of v. 9 and the hills of v. 10, that being 1 Kgs 14:23. This passage describes the people as
building  בָּמוֹתon כָּל־גּ ְבעָה גְבֹעָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ַענָן, that is, they built  בָּמוֹתon the very same sort of
spots that 17:10 indicates for the placement of  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת.39 Thus he avers: “It is surely a
better to accept an interpretation of the verses under discussion that is compatible with 1 Kings
14:23 than to adopt an interpretation that brings them into conflict.”40
Thus, seeing that both the adverb ()שָׁם41and the preposition ( ) ְבּכָל־בָּמוֹתqualify the same
verb, and hence should be understood as referring to the same place, this would identify both
sites (the urban and rural sites) as  בָּמוֹתsites. Whereas Emerton’s main focus is to demonstrate
that  בָּמוֹתhere are found כָּל־גּ ְבעָה גְבֹעָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ַענָן, in doing so, he also affirms that in this
passage,  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםare located at the same place as בָּמוֹת. Yet, it also should be noted that
the author, while using the term  בָּמוֹתin reference to the sacred sites in v 9, utilizes the cultic
36

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 379–80.

37

Emerton, “The Biblical High Place in Light of Recent Study,” 122.
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So, Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 2:549. To do this, though, he has to reject the following prepositional phrase ְבּבָּמוֹת
as redundant. Yet, there is no textual support for this omission. Emerton actually posits the possibility that it could
refer to the towns of v. 9 or the hilltops of v. 10 (Emerton, “The Biblical High Place in Light of Recent Study,” 122).
But, really, considering the subsequent preposition () ְבּבָּמוֹת, this would then actually mean that  בָּמוֹתare referenced in
both verses (explicitely in v. 9, with relation to towns; implicitely in v. 10, with respect to the subsequent notice in v.
11) and thus would not be that dissimilar to his argument (and would, of course, negate Barrick’s).
39

Note that via this passage, not only does Emerton defend the notion that שׁם
ָ refers to both the cities of v. 9
and the hills of v. 10, but that the  ְוof 2 Kgs 16:4 should be read as “even” or “and also” (Emerton, “The Biblical
High Place,” 122).
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Emerton, “The Biblical High Place,” 122.
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Thus, it would seem that the use of שׁם
ָ here is very similar to the use of  ָמקוֹםin 23:14, in that both adverbs
link  בָּמוֹתwith  ת ַמצֵּבוֹand שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא.

119

apparatus to refer to such in v 10. Thus, this corresponds closely to what we saw in 23:15, in that
it would seem that not only are these items located at בָּמוֹת, but there is such a close connection
between the two items with  בָּמוֹתthat a  ָבּמָהsite could be indicated by the mere mention of its
cultic apparatus.
The final passage adds another dimension to our inquiry. 2 Chr 34:3–4, the Chronicles’
account of Josianic reforms, not only lacks any reference to  ַמצֵּבוֹת, but includes three additional
items not mentioned in 2 Kgs 23. In v. 3, there appears to be something of a delineation of the
items which were destroyed by Josiah when he purified the land of בָּמוֹת. The first mention is that
of  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים. The second and third items, though, are. We find these two referenced again in v. 4,
along with  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים, all as the objects of the verb שׁבַר
ָ . Before further review of these items,42 it
should be noted then that here, clearly,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםoccurs without any mention of ב ֹות ַמ ֵצּ. Yet, what
makes this stand out even more is that, seeing that it is the parallel account in Chronicles of
Josianic reforms, there is no reference whatsoever to  ַמצֵּבוֹת, where such is clearly referred to in 2
Kgs 23:14. This, in itself, might again point to the possibility that silence does not indicate
absence.
Other Cultic Apparatus
2 Chr 34:3–4, which is the parallel account to 2 Kgs 23:4–20, introduces two items that are
not found in the Kings account,  ֶפּסֶלand  ַמ ֵסּכָה.  ֶפסֶל, signifies “idol, image.”43 Outside of
Chronicles, the association of it with  מוֹת ָבּis found in Ps 78:58.44 As to  ַמסֵּכוֹת, it denotes the sense
42

Which will be taken up in our last segment of this section.

43

BDB,  ֶפּסֶל.

44

Note, though, it is not found in Kings, which is curious considering the likely influence of Deut 12:2 on its
composition, where  ֶפסֶלis referenced. Even if one differs with Gleis’s over his appraisal of Kings’s history as less
historical and more theological, still he seems to be correct when he stipulates: “Die bmwt gelten als Sonderfälle der
in Dtn 12,2f. genannten heiligen Plätze der fremden Völker, die zugunsten eines Zentralheiligtums beseitigt werden
sollen” (Gleis, Die Bamah, 248–49).
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of “cast image.“45 We again find this term in close proximity to ( בָּמוֹתat least contextually) in
Num 33:52, where it is further qualified with ) ֶצלֶם )צַלמֵי ַמסֵּכ ֹתָ ם. Additionally, in Num 33:52, we
find another term which would signify an idolatrous image, שׂכִּית
ְ  ִמ, which stands parallel to צַלמֵי
 ַמסֵּכ ֹתָ ם. Contextually, though, it is not clear whether these items are to be connected to the בָּמוֹת
mentioned in the previous clause or should be regarded as separate from the בָּמוֹת.  ֶצלֶםthough, is
used again in Ezek 16:16f. in close proximity to  בָּמוֹתand in such a way that it would seem to
point to its being a part of such a site. In this case,  ֶצלֶםis in construct with זָכָר, and should be
translated “images of men.”46
Considering the description of  בָּמוֹתas serving both Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic cults, it
should not be surprising that, with respect to non-Yahwistic use, cultic figures were utilized. In
two of the references, though (Num 33:52 and Ps 78:58), it is not clear that the idols are to be
understood as associated with the  בָּמוֹתthere mentioned. Still, in the other references (2 Chr
34:3–4; Ezek 16:16), they do seem to be part of the בָּמוֹת. Yet, that such occurs so infrequently
would seem to suggest that, unlike  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת, they were not essential items to a
 ָבּמָה. Otherwise, it would seem unlikely that בָּמוֹcould be utilized for Yahwistic worship ת.
One final item mentioned in 2 Chr 34:3–4 is  ַחמָּן. As noted by Dillard, the meaning of  ַחמָּןis
uncertain.47 Gleis observes: “In der älteren Literatur hat man die ḥmnym entweder als
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HALOT,  ַמ ֵסּכָהs.v., 1. It can also, in Isa 30:1, denote the sense of “libation (when used with !ַ ”)נָסwhich,
occurring at the sealing of an agreement, which would thus more specifically mean “conclude an agreement”
(HALOT,  ַמ ֵסּכָהs.v., 2).
46

Ezek 16:16 refers to the Israelites building בָּמוֹת, at which to practice “harlotry” ()זָנָה. Here,  זָנָהwould seem to
be figurative language, which metaphorically refers to the notion of idolatry. That such is the case would seem to be
confirmed by the repetition of the verb in v. 17, where it clearly references the practices of idolatry, considering that
it stipulates  ַצ ְל ֵמי זָכָר וְתִּ זנִי־בָם3ָשׂי־ל
ִ וַתַּ ֲע. The pronominal suffix with the  ְבּpreposition would point back to the ַצ ְל ִמים
and hence indicate the figurative use of the verb. Hence, it would seem that the two verses are referring to the same
act and thus the  זָכָר ַצלְמֵ ִיshould be seen as located at the בָּמוֹ.site ת
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Raymond B. Dillard, 2 Chronicles, WBC 15 (Waco, TX: Word, 1987), 118.
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Sonnensäule oder aber vor allem als Räucheraltar interpretiert.”48 Beyse argues that both
translations are correct. He contends that they should be regarded as sun steles49 on the basis of a
link between  ַחמָּןand sun cults.50 Not only, though, does he concluse that the evidence
demonstrates that  ַח ְמּנִיםwere sun steles in the cult of the solar deity, but that they were also used
as incense altars.
To get at the notion that they were incense altars, Beyse here seems to be relying upon the
works of earlier scholars, who arrived at such a definition from the inscriptions on the steles and,
at times, the biblical evidence.51 This interpretation has been challenged in recent scholarship
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 81.
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To get at the form as being “stelalike,” he notes that they are repeatedly linked to שׁר ֹות
ֵ  ֲאas well as that the
same verb ( )גָּדַ עis utilized to describe the destruction of both cultic items. On this basis, he posit a connection
between the two items, so that what is known about שׁ ִרוֹת
ֵ  ֲאcan be projected to  ַח ָמּן. Hence, he concludes, that, based
on this relation,  ַח ָמּןwere a part of a idolatrous alien cult and that they “exhibit a form similar or identical to the
stelae of the asherahs” (K.-M Beyse, “ חמםḥmm;  ה ֹםchōm;  חָםchām;  חוּםchûm;  ַח ָמּהchammāh;  ַה ָמּןchammān,”
TDOT, 4:476). A basic assumption he appears to have is that שׁרוֹ
ֵ  ֲא.were represented by steles ת
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Beyse’s examination involves four inscriptions from Palmyra and Nabataean. Byse lists them as, for the
Palmyra inscriptions, CIS 2 3 Num 3917 and 3978; for the Nabataean inscriptions, RES no. 2053, 2115. Note,
Beyse, as well momentarily be explained, also utilizes another inscription, which does not contain the word  ַח ָמּן. This
inscription is CIS 1 no. 138, Plate XXIX (K.-M Beyse, “ חמםḥmm;  ה ֹםchōm;  חָםchām;  חוּםchûm;  ַח ָמּהchammāh; ַה ָמּן
chammān,” 4:476). He employs the inscription CIS II, 3 No. 3978, which references a  ַח ָמּן, to stipulate that the  ַח ָמּןis
dedicated to the sun-god šmš. Beyse also contends that the other epigraphic evidence affirms that  ַח ָמּןwas associated
with a sun cult, part of which deals with inscription CIS 1 no. 138 Plate XXIX. This inscription was found on a cult
object, which has been interpreted as a  ַח ָמּן. (Beyse, “ חמםḥmm;  ה ֹםchōm;  חָםchām;  חוּםchûm;  ַח ָמּהchammāh; ַה ָמּן
chammān,” 4:476). It is important to note that this is an interpretation; the inscription itself does not refer to the
object as such. The inscription indicates that said cult object was dedicated to the god Baal Hammon. In line with
this, then, Beyse stipulates that Baal Hammon was associated with or, perhaps, identified as a sun-god. So, here
again, we have an inscription dedicating a (possible)  ַח ָמּןto a deity connected to a sun cult. Another piece of
evidence he adduces is the phonetic similarly between  ַח ָמּןand ( ַח ָמּהBeyse, “ חמםḥmm;  ה ֹםchōm;  חָםchām;  חוּםchûm;
 ַח ָמּהchammāh;  ַה ָמּןchammān,” 4:477).
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So, see K. Elliger, “Chammanim=Massenben?” ZAW 57 (1939): 256–65; K. Elliger, “Der Sinn des Wortes
chammān,” ZDPV 66 (1939): 129–39; H. Ingholt, “Le sens du mot Ḥammān,” Melanges Syriens offerts à Monsieur
René Dussaud (Paris, 1939), 2:795–802; William Foxwell Albright, Die Religion Israels: im Lichte der
archäologischen Ausgrabungen, (München: Ernst Reinghardt Verlag, 1956), 241n.63. It should be note that though
they arrive at the same conclusion, that  ַח ָמּןmeant “incense altar,” they do so somewhat differently. For Elliger, the
OT evidence plays a more significant role in determinomh the signification for  ַח ָמּן. After surveying this evidence, he
arrives at the conclusion that, because of its frequent use with  ִמזְבֵּחוֹת: A) they stand parallel to one another; B) ַח ְמּנִים
could be considered a part of  ; ִמזְבְּחוֹתC)  חַמְּ ִניםcould stand out as the chief offense, as to cultic violations; D) ַח ְמּנִים
could stand by themselves (Elliger, “Chammanim=Massenben?” 259). Once he draws upon the OT evidence, he
then utilizes the epiphraphical evidence from the Palmyric and Nabataean inscriptions as well as other
archaeological finds related to incense altars. Hence, at one point he states, “Daß die chammānīm dem
Weihrauchopfer dienten, zeigt der von Ingholt vor zehn Jahren in Palmyra entdeckte Räucheraltar, der sich durch
sein Inschrift ausdrücklich als chammān ausweist“ (Elliger, “Chammanim=Massenben?” 262). Additionally, he
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though.52 Again, based on the same evidence from the inscriptions thus referenced, a different
conclusion is arrived at. Rather than a cultic object, it is held to be that of a cultic building. This
evidence is then utilized to define the word’s use in Hebrew. So, for example, after reviewing the

utilizes the broader evidence to confirm a point that he observed regarding the OT evidence; namely that, as pictured
by 2 Chr 34, the  ַח ְמּנִיםwere, in some cases, possibly situated upon the  ִמזְבְּחוֹת. The broader epigraphical and
archeological evidence would seem to support that such were the case, in some instances, while at other times, they
stood alone (Elliger, “Chammanim=Massenben?” 263–64).
In his own explanation, Elliger references the work of Ingholt. It would seem fair to say, though, that Ingholt
relies more so on the epigraphical evidence than does Elliger and not nearly any, if at all, on the OT textual
evidence. He, as noted by Elliger, does seem to rely heavily upon the Palmyric inscriptions, particularly CIS II 3
Num. 3978. This particular inscription was fixed upon an altar. The inscription itself reads: “In the month of Elul of
the year 396 this chammān and this altar has been erected and dedicated..” Ingholt identifies the altar as the same
altar on which the inscription was fixed. But what of the  ? ַח ָמּןHe associates this with a relief that is sculpted upon
the other side of the altar, which shows two men (Lišamš and Zebīdā), dressed in Grecian-Palmyric clothing, with an
incense altar between the two, on which they are offering grains of incense. Ingholt identifies this as the  ַח ָמּן. Hence,
he stipulates: “Cet autel à parfums, c’est le ḥammān, et le pronom démonstratif a été joint au mot ḥammān dans
l’inscription, «ce ḥammān» précisément parce que le ḥammān se trouvait placé au-dessus de l’autel lui-même”
(Ingholt, “Le sens du mot Ḥammān,” 798–99). He then utilizes this evidence to further interpret the Nabataean
inscriptions (Ingholt, “Le sens du mot Ḥammān,” 799). He further points to other, broader epigraphical evidence to
affirm this element of his analysis (as well as identifying these objects as being dedicated to the god Baal Chammon,
a point which Elliger strongly disagrees with him on; Ingholt, “Le sens du mot Ḥammān,” 799–802).
As Elliger notes: “Denn wenn unser beider Exegese auch zu demselben allgemeinen Resultat führt, daß das
Wort chammān „Räucheraltar“ bedeutet, so ruht sie doch beidemal auf verschiedenen Grundlagen und führt
beidemal auch zu abweichenden Konsequenzen” (Ellger, “Der Sinn des Wortes chammān,” 133). It seems the
primary point of contention between the two is on whether or not the actual altar on which the inscription is found
should be viewed as the  ַח ָמּןand the means by which, then, one arrives at the association of  ַח ְמּנִיםwith “incense
altars.” Elliger downplays the importance of the demonstrative article. For one, it is not clear which demonstrative
article is pointing to which object, should it be retained that they are referring to two different items (i.e., “this altar,”
could be referring to an item other than the actual object on which the inscription is placed, but “this chammān”
does). Further, he asserts that it is more likely that “der zuerst stehende Ausdruck „diesen chammān“ sich am
ehesten auf den Gegenstand beziehe, auf dem die Inschrift angebracht ist...” (Elliger, “Der Sinn des Wortes
chammān,” 133–34). That such would be the case is based upon two factors. The first factor concerns it’s serving as
the pedestal for the  ַח ָמּן. It must be remembered that for Ingholt, the  ָמּן ַחwas placed upon the altar, a point that Elliger
would not disagree with in principle. In this case, he would view the “altar” as its stand (for his view on the  ַח ָמּןas
possessing a stand and the words used for such in the Palmyric and Nabataean inscriptions, see Elliger,
“Chammanim=Massenben?” 261–62). Yet, the present “altar” could not serve such a purpose because it is too small
to do so. This then leads to the second factor, which seems to have to do with the relief sculpted on the altar itself.
The sort of incense altar pictured in the relief is of a type that did not have such pedestals. Note, he seems to be
assuming that there is no debate about what sot of altar is being portrayed. He then connects the pictured altar,
which partook of no stand, with the actual altar upon which the inscription was placed, which could not have been a
stand. Hence, he concludes that the relief, itself, demonstrates the purpose of the altar on which it was placed, which
is the evidence to deduce that the word  ַח ָמּןsignifies “incense altar” (Elliger, “Der Sinn des Wortes chammān,” 133–
34). In this manner, he seems to undercut any ambiguity that may exist with the demonstrative pronouns.
52

Volkmar Fritz, “Die Bedeutung des Wortes ḥammạn/ḥmnʾ,” in Wort und Wirklichkeit: Studien zur
Afrikanistik und Orientalistik, ed. Brigitta Benzing, Otto Böcher und Günter Mayer, (Gebrutstage: Masenhiem,
1976), 41–50; Han J.W. Drijvers, “Aramaic ḤMNʾ and Hebrew ḤMN: Their Meaning and Root,” JSS 33 (Autumn,
1988): 165–79; de Moor and Spronk also argues that the Ugaritic cognate also refer to a booth or a canopy (J.C. de
Moor and K. Spronk, “Problematical Passages in the Legend of Kirtu,” UF [1982]: 160).
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Palmyric and Nabataean evidence,53 Fritz stipulates: Die Übereinstimmung von ḥmnʾ mit
ḥammạn läßt darauf schließen, daß dieses Wort im hebräischen Sprachgebrauch ebenfalls einen
Kultbau bezeichnet.”54 He further argues that the verbs used for the destruction of such “Zu
einem aus Steinen passen auch gut.”55
Yet, two pieces of textual evidence from the OT appears to contradict the notion that ַחמָּן
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In addition to the four aforementioned inscriptions, Fritz also includes another Palmyric inscription, which
he refers to as Plate III (Fritz, “Die Bedeutung des Wortes ḥammạn/ḥmnʾ,” 43). Additionally, it should be noted that
he references the Nabataean inscriptions as Nr. 27 and 97 (Fritz, “Die Bedeutung des Wortes ḥammạn/ḥmnʾ,” 43).
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Fritz, “Die Bedeutung des Wortes ḥammạn/ḥmnʾ,” 49. Note, like Ingholt, as opposed to Elliger, he utilizes,
mostly, the evidence from the Palmyric and Nabataean inscriptions. Likewise, Drijvers focuses his analysis on the
Palmiyric evidence to arrive at a similar conclusion; namely that the sense of “shrine,” or “chapel” “fits into the
context of all the Palmyrene and Nabataean inscriptions…,” which also holds true for the Hebrew and Aramaic
terms (Drijvers, “Aramaic ḤMNʾ and Hebrew ḤMN: Their Meaning and Root,” 173). Specifically, he contends for
an etymological development of the term, in which the word developed, not from the proposed  ָח ַמם, but from ָח ָמה
(“to protect”). The Hebrew term “( חוֹ ָמהwall”) developed from the same term (as well as the Arabic ḥimā, “a sacred
enclosure”). Based upon this, then, he states: “The Aramaic word ḥamānā as well as Hebrew ḥammān, therefore,
bear the notion of divine presence surrounded and protected by a stone wall” (Drijvers, “Aramaic ḤMNʾ and
Hebrew ḤMN: Their Meaning and Root,” 174). Thus, the most appropriate translation would be “chapel,” or
“sanctuary” (Drijvers, “Aramaic ḤMNʾ and Hebrew ḤMN: Their Meaning and Root,” 174). Further, based upon
what he perceives to be an example of a  ַמּן ָחlocated at Palmyra, namely a cultic structure dedicated to Allāt, in
which, among other items found at the site, was an open-air altar and a statue (which he refers to as a ) ַמ ֵצּבָה, he
states that such corresponds to the picture give for  ַח ָמּןfound in 2 Chr 34:7, Isa 17:8, 27:9 and Ezek 6:4,6. In these
passages, the term appears in combination with  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, hence, like Allāt’s shrine, the picture is that of a chapel, with
an altar located in front, decorated with שׁ ִרם
ֵ  ֲאand, sometimes, built on elevated terrain (Drijvers, “Aramaic ḤMNʾ
and Hebrew ḤMN: Their Meaning and Root,” 173–74). Yet, two observations would seem to undermine Drijvers
analysis. First, along with Fritz, seeing that the main movement is from the Palmyric and Nabataean evidence to the
Hebrew term, both then are relying upon later, differing languages to define the Hebrew term. Second, it appears
that Drijvers is committing a similar sort of etymological fallacy that we evinced by earlier effort to define a ָבּ ָמה
based upon a supposed etymological root. Drijvers offers no contextual evidence from its usage in Hebrew to
support this supposed link; rather, he employs later lexical evidence from Nabataea and Palmyra to posit a definition
for the Hebrew term, and from this, then, offers an etymological explanation. There is no contextual reason why the
word should be viewed as a derivative from  ָח ָמהor  ָח ָמם. As will be argued shortly, when the word is studied via the
context wherein it is found, a different picture seems to emerge.
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Fritz, “Die Bedeutung des Wortes ḥammạn/ḥmnʾ,” 49–50. Additionally, whereas Fritz does stipulate the 2
Chr 34:4 seems to pose a problem for this understanding, he argues that the propositional phrase  ְל ַמ ְעלָה ֵמעַלwould
indicate that the altars were located under the  ַח ְמּנִיםand thus “womit die Bedeutung „Kultbau“ beträgt wird” (Fritz,
“Die Bedeutung des Wortes ḥammạn/ḥmnʾ,” 49). Whereas  ַמעַלwith  ְלusually does convey a locative notion, in
Chronicles, and Chronicles alone, it is used as more of an adverbial intensifier, either with a verb (1 Chr 14:2, 23:7,
29:3; 2 Chr 1:1, 17:12, 26:8; note that in most of these instances, the verb is  )גָּדַ לor a substantive (2 Chr 16:12 and
20:19, where the adjective cognate of  גָּדַ לis found). It would seem that it is used exclusively with this intensive force
throughout Chronicles. So, it likely should be understood here, with the significance being “high” or “exceedingly.”
Correspondingly, it is  ֵמעַלwhich can convey a locative sense of “above” and likely does here (see BDB,  עַלs.v., IV 2
D). Yet, there is nothing in the text which would signify how the  ַח ְמּנִיםwere “high above” the  ִמזְבְּחוֹת. Actually,
rather than the prepositional phrase providing insight into what a  ַח ָמּןwas, it likely is more requisite to first have
some idea what the term signified and then hypothesize how they were set above the  ִמזְבְּחוֹת.
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was a cultic facility of some type.56 First, contrary to the assertion of Fritz, the verbs used to
describe the destruction of  ַחמָּןare almost exclusively utilized for cultic objects57 rather than
cultic facilities.58 This is especially true for the verb  גָּדָ עin 2 Chr 34:3–4.59 In addition to גָּדַ ע,
elsewhere we find the terms שׁבַר
ָ ,60  סוּרand כּ ַָרת.61 What is true of  גָּדַ עis also true of שׁבַר
ָ . When
found in a cultic setting, it is used in relation to an object rather than a facility.62 The third verb,
כּ ַָרת, when in the hiphil stem, would appear to always have a metaphorical nuance, 63 describing
the cessation or destruction of something, such as in the phrase  ַהנֶּפֶשׁ ַההִוא ְונִכ ְְרתָ ה. In the hiphil, it
can also be used abstractly with cultic items (Mic 5:12 and Nah 1:14).64 Again, it does not seem
to be used with reference to facilities.65
The most likely possibility that  ַחמָּןrefers to cultic buildings is the use of  סוּרin 2 Chr
14:4. Note that  סוּרis used here with the dual objects of  בָּמוֹתand  ַח ְמּנִים. Hence, this strengthens
the possibility that  ַח ְמּנִיםwere more complex constructions than just simple cultic objects. Yet,
two factors need to be taken into consideration. First, in 14:2, we again find  סוּרgoverning two
56

Note that ( ַח ָמּןalways in the plural) is found in seven places in the OT, not counting 2 Chr 34:4 (Lev 26:30;
Isa. 17:8; 27:9; Ezek 6:4,6; 2 Chr 14:4 and 34:7).
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This is also true for non-cultic terms.
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As well as Ezek 6:6, 2 Chr 34:7.

59

It is used for שׁ ִרים
ֵ ( ֲאDeut 7:5, 2 Chon. 14:2, 31:17) with הִים% ְפסִילֵי ֱא, (Deut 12:3) and ( ַקרנוֹת ַה ִמּזְ ֵבּ ַחAmos
3:14). It does not appear to be used with any sort of term denoting a facility (such as a ) ַבּי ִת.
60

Ezek 6:4

61

Lev 26:30

62

Again, this would seem true for a concrete, non-cultic reference as well. The only exception is that שׁבַר
ָ is
used to describe the destruction of ִיּוֹת ) ֲאנ1 Kgs 22:49, possibly metaphorically as well, Ezek 27:26). Regarding its
cultic employment, it is utilized with respect to ( ַמצֵּבוֹתExod 23:24; 24:13; Deut 12:3), ( ַהלֻּח ֹתExod 32:19, Deut 9:17,
10:27), ( ִמזְבְּחוֹתDeut 7:5) and )  ְצ ָל ִמים2 Kgs 11:18). Yet, it does not appear with a cultic facility as its object.
63

When it is used with concrete items, it occurs in the qal stem. When such is utilized with a cultic item, the
item is almost always, if not exclusively שׁ ִרים
ֵ ( ֲאsee Judg 6:25,26, 30; 1 Kgs 15:13; 2 Kgs 18:4; 2 Chr 15:16 as well
as 2 Kgs 23:14.
64

So, as it is found in relation to  ַח ָמןin Lev 26:30, it more likely conveys this abstract notion of destruction or
removal of a cultic item rather than a cultic facility.
65

The closest one finds to the notion of facilities is Mic 5:10, where it speaks of “cutting down” ע ֵָרי ֶא ֶרץ. The
most frequent object of the verb in the hiphil appears to be people (see BDB,  כ ַָרתs.v., 2 b, c).
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objects, with  בָּמוֹתbeing one. Yet, the second is  ִמזְבְּחוֹת. This, then, may provide support,
especially in seeing how closely the two items are tied together via the prepositional phrase in 2
Chr 34:4, for the notion that  ַחמָןconnotes some sort of altar, or, that, in some way, a  ַחמָּןwas a
part of a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. Secondly, the use of גָּדַ ע, שׁבַר
ָ and  כּ ַָרתwould seem to outweigh this single
reference.66
The second piece of evidence that further strengthens the notion that  ַחמָּןrefers to some sort
of cultic objects concerns the items which  ַחמָּןis routinely listed with.  ַחמָּןis frequently found
listed with ( ֲאשׁ ִֵריםIsa 17:8, 27:9, where the two terms are governed by the same verb) and ִמזְבְּחוֹת
(Ezek 6:4, 6; note that  ִגּ ֻלּלִיםare also mentioned). 2 Chr 34:3 and 7 not only mentions these two
items, but also (as already noted)  פְ ֶ ִסלִיםand  ַמסֵּכוֹת. Hence, this sort of cataloguing would seem to
provide greater support for viewing  ַח ְמּנִיםas cultic objects than facilities. On the basis of the
verbs utilized as well as the nature of the lists it is found in, it seems more probable that ַח ְמּנִים
were some sort of cultic object. Whether it refers to some sort of altar, though, cannot be
deduced from the OT material.
Once again, as with the previous items, the infrequent mention of  ַח ְמּנִיםwith  בָּמוֹתdoes not
strongly suggest that such were essential to such a site. It could be that, if they were somehow
related to  ִמזְבְּחוֹתin some constructional way, then, through that, they were regularly found at
 בָּמוֹתlocations. Yet, as independent items, the evidence does provide sufficient indication for
their fundamental association with בָּמוֹת.
Conclusion
Having thus surveyed the textual evidence regarding apparatus associated with בָּמוֹת, it

66

Seeing that any sense one advocates for must also correspond to these verbs as well.  סוּרdoes not demand the
notion of a cult facility; it only allows for such. The other verbs, though, do seem to speak against  ַח ְמּנִיםbeing a
cultic facility.
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would seem that the proposed definition does find support. It is to be granted that most of the
textual evidence would seem to fall into the third, category, in that it allows for the proposed
definition but does not demand it. Yet, nothing thus far would seem to challenge the notion that
certain cultic apparatus, specifically  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת, were essential elements to such.
Furthermore, certain texts, specifically 1 Kgs 3:4 and 2 Kgs 17:9–11 strongly evince support for
the notion that  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹתwere constitutional parts of a  בָּמוֹתsite. Yet, as we have
seen in 2 Kgs 23, there appears to be a greater link between  בָּמוֹתand  ִמזְבְּחוֹתthan with the other
two items. Still, as for  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת, 1 Kgs 17:9–11 does place them at the same locales as
 בָּמוֹתand does seem to indicate that such places were termed ( בָּמוֹתvia the preposition phrase
 ְבּבָּמוֹתin v. 11). One final item that must be noted is that there is evidence to suggest that other
types of cultic apparatus were present at  בָּמוֹתsites, but does not strongly indicate that such were
essential.

Cultic Functions
Having thus far examined the textual evidence regarding cultic apparatus in relation to
בָּמוֹת, we now turn to cultic functions. We have learned from 2 Kgs 23 that one cultic function
which occurred at  בָּמוֹתwas described with the verb  ָקטַר. In chapter one, we also noted that there
are other cultic practices associated with בָּמוֹת. Here, we will take a closer look at such and
attempt to determine something about their relation to בָּמוֹת. Specifically, our examination will
include the cultic practice described with the verb זָבַח, especially as it relates to  ; ָקטַרthe
utilization of  ָעלָה ע ֹלוֹתin reference to  ;בָּמוֹתthe practice of child sacrifice; the practice of prayer
and/or (possibly cultic) lamentation; and finally the possibility of cultic prostitution. It should be
admitted up front that there exist very little disagreement as to what, in the main, took place at
 בָּמוֹas far as cultic worship ת. The verbs  זָבַחand especially  ָקטַרare used by and away more to
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describe such than anything else. The main points of contention would be what is meant by ָקטַר
(an issue dealt with in the preceding chapter) and whether Ezek 16:16 posits the existence of cult
prostitution. One wrinkle that the following examination will more emphasize is how  זָבַחand ָקטַר
(as well as the phrase  ) ָעלָה ע ֹלוֹתsupports the notion that the main cultic apparatus associated with
 בָּמוֹתwere  ִמזְבְּחוֹת.
זָבַח
As noted above, the most frequent description of the cultic activity associated with בָּמוֹת
involve the two verbs  זָבַחand ( ָקטַרpiel stem), in which, especially in the evaluative formula,67
the words are employed together.  זָבַחindicates “to slaughter” as its basic orientation,68 which is
frequently nuanced to signify “to slaughter for sacrifice,” when used in a cultic setting.69 This
would seem to hold true for both the qal and piel stems. It would also seem that, in the qal stem,
it is used very infrequently in a non-cultic setting.70 In a cultic setting, it is used absolutely on
certain occasions,71 and often, when so utilized, the object of the sacrificial worship is indicated
by a prepositional phrase.72 More often, though, the direct object is its nominal cognate זֶבַח.
While there are places where the substantive as the object occurs alone,73 frequently  זֶבַחis further

67

What is here meant by “evaluative formula” involves a certain stock formula that the author of Kings used
with reference to the Kings of Judah from As a to Manasseh (see I Kgs. 15:14, 22:43; 2 Kgs 12:4, 14:4, 15:4, 35,
18:4 and 21:3), by which he stipulates their effectiveness in relation to whether they “removed” the  בָּמוֹתor not.
68

Richard E. Averbeck, “זבח,” DOTTE, 1:1069

69

BDB,  זָבַחs.v., I. With the piel, BDB simply lists “sacrifice” (BDB,  זָבַחs.v., 1 and 2).

70

Averbeck points to Num 22:40, Deut 12:15, 21, I Sam. 28:24 and 1 Kgs 19:21 as possible examples of such.
Yet, he goes on to state that this non-cultic usage has been disputed by Milgrom. It would seem that the only clear
non-cultic use for  זָבַחis Ezek 34:3 (Averbeck, “1:1069 ”,)זבח.
71

I.e., it does not govern an object; see Exod 3:18; 5:3, 8:4; Deut 32:17, 15:21; I Sam. 1:3. This is how it is
used with respect to the evaluative formula.
72

Hence, Deut 15:21 indicates that Yahweh is the object of worship by the expression !הֶי%לַיהוָה ֲא.

73

See Gen 31:54; Deut 18:3; Judg 16:23; 1 Sam 2:13.
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modified, either in a genitive construct with74 or in apposition to שׁלֶם
ֶ .75 Elsewhere it is conjoined
with ( דָ םExod 23:18), ( תוֹדָ הLev 7:12, 15; 22:29) and ( צֶדֶ קDeut 33:19). With regard to  צֶדֶ קand
דָּ ם,76 as well as when  זֶבַחoccurs alone, 77 it is not always entirely clear whether the same sort of
sacrificial act is being referred to as when it is modified with שׁלֶם
ֶ and תוֹדָ ה.78 It would seem,
though, that when the noun is used with שׁלֶם
ֶ , a certain cultic rite is being specified. As Averbeck
observes: “Similarly, there are numerous instances of the sing. or pl. of zebaḥ standing in
construct to šelāmîn, apparently meaning sacrifice(s) of peace offering(s).”79
As Averbeck explains, HALOT defines the nominal cognate as “a sacrifice of slaughtered
sheep, goat or cattle to create communion between the god to whom the sacrifices is made and
the partners of the sacrifice, and communion between the partners themselves.”80 Similarly, with
regard to the verb, is it used “almost exclusively of slaughter for a communal sacrificial
meal…”81 Averbeck’s observation seems to be confirmed by the frequent association of a

74

The most frequent means.

75

Exod 24:5; Lev 17:5, 19:5; 1 Sam 10:8.

76

There are three occurrences where  דָּ םis used in construct with ( זֶבֶחExod 23:18; Deut 12:27; 2 Kgs 16:15).
Of these passages, 2 Kgs 16:15 provides the best evidence that the construct phrase may indicate a שׁ ָל ִמים
ְ  זֶבַחtype of
offering, seeing that it appears to be set on contrast to the  עֹלָהtype.
77

As Averbeck notes, the verb  זָבַחdoes seem to have a tendency to denote the idea of sacrifices, generally,
pointing to 1 Kgs 3:4 and 1 Chr 1:6 for possible examples (Averbeck, “זבח,” 1:1069–70). Other passages that also
might convey this general sense are: Gen 31:54, 46:1; Exod 13:15, 23:18; 2 Sam 6:13 (here especially, as the cultic
activity described cannot correspond to Lev 17, which, as we will momentarily see, provides a detailed description
of the שׁ ָל ִמים
ְ  )זִ ְבחֵיand 2 Chr 11:16. Such a general notion is almost demanded when the object of the sacrificial act
are children (Ezek 16:20; Ps 106:37–38).
78

As will momentarily be shown,  דָ התוֹalong with the terms  נֶדֶ רand  נְדָ בָהare three sub-categories of the ז ִ ְבחֵי

שׁ ָל ִמים
ְ .
79

Averbeck, “̇ ”זבח1:1070. Averbeck further allows for the possibility that the שׂ ָל ִמים
ִ  זִ ְבחֵיwas a variety of the
 זֶבַחsacrifice. As to the actual implication for such a type of sacrifice, he stipulates this would depend on how one
understands the cultic nuance for שׁלֶם
ֶ : “Does it refer to personal or communal well-being, communion, fellowship,
or peace, or could it mean, for example, concluding offering? (Averbeck, “זבח,” 1:1070). For our purposes, the main
purport of this sacrificial act concerns what it entailed, and not so much what sort of import it had for the
worshipping community.
80

Averbeck, “זבח,” 1:1068; also see HALOT,  זבחs.v., 2.

81

Averbeck, “בחז,” 1:1068. He does, though, further qualify this by noting that  זָבַחis also employed with
reference to children sacrifices as well as the use of the verb, metaphorically, to connote the killing of idolatrous
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communal meal with the ritual practice indicated by זָבַח.82 This facet of the sacrificial act would
also appear to be exemplified in the שׁ ָלמִים
ְ זִ ְבחֵי. Lev 19:5–6 seems to explicitly associate the זֶבַח
שׁ ָלמִים
ְ (v. 5) with a cultic meal (v. 6). 83 A more detailed explanation of this sacral meal occurs in
Lev 7, where the שׁ ָלמִם
ְ  זִ ְבחֵיis further sub-categorized as three possible types of offerings. Such
could serve as “( תּוֹדָ הthanksgiving offering”), “( נֶדֶ רvow offering”) or “( נִדָ בָהfreewill offering”).
Each of these three types is associated with a cultic meal (see v. 15, 16). 84
Additionally, though, there appears to be the act of burning certain part of the animal as
“( ל ְֵרי ַח נִיח ֹ ַח לַיהוָהas a please aroma to Yahweh”). Two important passages that provide insight
into this facet of the sacrificial act are Lev 385 and 17:5–6. 86 Examining the more condensed
account of Lev 17, we find in v. 5 the use of  זֶבַחto describe the type of offering being made.
Rather than sacrificing ( )זָבַחtheir  זֶבַחat a place located away from the ֹ הֶל מוֹעֵדא, they were to
bring it to  פֶּתַ ח אֹהֶל מוֹעֵדand sacrifice ( )זָבַחit there. In doing so, the  זֶבַחwould be reckoned as זִ ְבחֵי
שׁ ָלמִים
ְ . V. 6, then, gives further clarification concerning the ritual act which accompanied this

priest (2 Kgs 23:20) and the destruction of rebellious nations (Ezek 39:17–29). Hence, though the term, in the
majority of cases, does connote a sacrificial meal, the use in these cases would be an exception.
82

See, for instance, Deut 27:7; 1 Sam 1:3–7; 1 Kgs 19:21; 2 Chr 30:22; Hos 8:13.

83

Another possible example of this is Exod 24:5–11. The connection here, though, would be more due to
contextual proximity than any explicit statement of such. In 24:5 mention is made of the שׁ ָל ִמים
ְ ( זְ ָבחִיםv. 5). Later in
the account (v. 11), it is reported that the elders, along with Moses, Aaron, Nadab and Abihu ate and drank with
God. Keil views this as the cultic meal associated with the שׁ ָל ִמי
ְ םזִבְצחֵי: “They saw God and did eat and drink,” i.e.,
they celebrated thus near to Him the sacrificial meal of the peace-offering, which had been sacrificed at the
conclusion of the covenant…” (C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, The Pentateuch,” trans. James Martin, COOT 1
[Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1996], 425).
84

In addition to the participants, priests were also to be allotted a portion of this offering (Lev 7:26–38).

85

Although, Lev 3 provides greater detail as to the ablative aspect of the sacrifice, still certain elements are
common in both passages; specifically, the object to be offered, the sprinkling of the blood by the priest, the cultic
rite taking place at he doorway (at least part of the rite) and the offering up of the fat as a pleasing aroma. Lev 3,
though, does not make use of the verb זָבַח, as does Lev 17.
86

Note that both passages focus more on the oblative portion of the sacrificial act, with no mention of a meal. I
Sam. 2:13f also might provide good insight into the cultic activity, again less about the cultic meal and more about
the preparation of the food for the meal. Some doubt about 1 Sam 2:13f may be in order, seeing that there is no use
of ( זֶבַחthe nominal cognate); nevertheless, the same sort of cultic activity is described that would seem to
correspond to these two passages.
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rite. The blood was to be sprinkled upon the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand the fat of the animal87 was to be consumed
upon the offering ל ְֵרי ַח נִיחוח לַיהוָה. Note the verb used to describe the burning of the fat is  ָקטַר.
Though it is in the hiphil stem, as noted above, the hiph. use of  ָקטַרoften, and would seem to be
such in this case, corresponds to the piel use. Hence, we have both  זָבַחand  ָקטַרutilized here to
describe the cultic rite known as שׁ ָלמִים
ְ זִ ְבחֵי.
This sort of cultic worship described in Lev 17 could thus be reflected in the passages
which describe the worship at  בָּמוֹתwith  ָקטַרand זָבַח. The use of these verbs could be something
of a shorthanded way of referring to Lev 17 or, at least, the cultic rite therein described. The
people were bringing their  זֶבַחsacrifices to the כּ ֹ ֲהנִים, who then performed the cultic rite, the זֶבַח
שׁ ָלמִים
ְ , described in Lev 17:6. In addition to the interplay found in Lev 17 between the verbs זָבַח
and  ָקטַר, which are the two most common verbs used to describe cultic worship at מוֹת ָבּ, would
provide support for this, Lev 3 would lend further attestation, seeing that there also  ָקטַרis used to
describe the act of oblation connected with the שׁ ָלמִים
ְ ( זֶבַחsee v. 5, 11 and 16).88
This would thus support the notion that  ָקטַרwas not describing incense burning when
speaking of cultic activity at בָּמוֹת, but dealt with animal sacrifices, because the item which is
consumed in Lev 17 is the “( ֵחלֶבfat”) of the animal. This, then, corresponds well with Edelman’s
contention concerning the definition for  ָקטַר,89 seeing that  ֵחלֶבwere considered ִשִׁים
ּ א.90 This also
would further support the idea that the most prominent feature of  בָּמוֹתwere  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, seeing that
87

It would seem, then, that what is left of the animal is consumed at the cultic repast or offered to the
officiating priest.
88

Note the verb  זָבַחis not used here. Yet, that it is routinely employed to designate such an offering lessens any
sort of significance this would thus indicate. More important, it seems, is the use of  ָקטַרto describe the offering up
of the fat portions in the שׁ ָל ִמים
ְ  זֶבַחrite.
89

Recalling her assertion that the cultic activity described by  ָקטַרis indicated as only taking place on a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח,
upon which only שׁים
ִ ּ  ִאwere offered, and thus  ָקטַר, in the piel, should be understood as the burning of שׁים
ִ ּ  ִא, that here
we have a direct link between the practice of  ָקטַרwith the burning of שׁים
ִ ּ  ִאin a passage (Lev 17:6) which בָּמוֹת
worship possibly reflects, would thus correspond with and, additionally, provide independent corroboration for her
contention.
90

Lev 3:3, 9, 14, 16; 7:26, 30; 10:15.
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the two verbs,  זָבַחand  ָקטַר, point to the practice of animal sacrifice as that which was routinely
performed at בָּמוֹת.
ָעלָה ע ֹלוֹת
Brief mention will be made of the use of the phrase “( ָעלָה ע ֹלוֹתto offer up burnt offering”)
in relation to  בָּמוֹתworship. This only occurs with regard to the  ָבּמָהof Gibeon91 and the ָבּמָה
mentioned in Jer 48:35. Nevertheless,  ָעלָה ע ֹלוֹתfurther confirms that the nature of  בָּמוֹתworship
would point more to the practice of animal sacrifice, which would further affirm that the most
prominent feature of  בָּמוֹתsites would be their זְבְּחוֹת ִמ.
Other Cultic Activity
Cultic Meals
1 Sam 9 provides us with a picture of  בָּמוֹתworship, which centered on the consumption of
a cultic meal. In v. 19, we read:  ֲעלֵה ְל ָפנַי ַה ָבּמָה ַו ֲא ַכלְתֶּ ם ִעמִּי הַיּוֹם.92 Later, in vv. 23–5, we have the
actual account of this “eating.”93 It should be noted that the only detailed information about the
cultic act concerns the eating of this meal.94 So, it would seem that 1 Sam 9 indicates that a cultic
meal was a part of the worship at  בָּמוֹתsites. This would lend even further corroboration to the
notion that the type of sacrificial worship taking place at a  בָּמוֹתwas the שׁ ָלמִים
ְ זִ ְבחֵי, seeing that, as
stated above, the second part of this rite was the consumption of such a meal. 95
91

As recorded in 1 Kgs 3:4; 1 Chr 16:39; 2 Chr 1:6.

92

Note also v. 13, where it also describes the cultic act taking place at the  ָבּ ָמהas that of eating. In this verse
alone,  אָכַלoccurs three times.
93

A reference is found in these verses to שׁכָה
ְ  ִל. As has been noted, some take this as a possible indication of
architectural sophistication with relation to בָּמוֹת. This particular facet of the Samuel account will be taken up later,
in chapter five, when dealing with passages that challenge the basic notion presented in this study that any sort of
architectural sophistication was not an essential element of בָּמוֹת.
94

It would also seem that the cultic meal is emphasized in this narrative for two reasons. One is the amount of
space and detail given to it. Another, related reason, is the number of times the verb  אָכַלis used in this account (six).
95

Gleis also seems to recognize this as a  זֶבַחrite. In doing so, though, he does point out one possible
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Prayer and/or Lamentation
Another activity that is infrequently associated with  בָּמוֹתworship is that of praying and/or
lamentation. Two passages, both in the same Isaianic literary strata (15:1–16:14) dealing with a
prophecy against Moab, record the affects of the predicted destruction coming upon the nation as
being that of mourning (15:2) and prayer (16:12). Both of these activities are connected to בָּמוֹת.
In 15:2, we find the phrase  ִל ֵבכֶי. It is important to point out that this is prophetic speech
concerning the judgment of Yahweh upon Moab. The first stiche of this verse reads: עַל מֵידְ בָא
מוֹאָב יְיֵלִיל ָעלָה ַה ַבּי ִת ְובִיבֶן ַהבָּמוֹת ְל ֵבכִי עַל־נְבוֹ ְו. It would seem that  ִל ֵבכֶיshould be connected to the first
verbal clause, with the proposition  ְלexpressing purpose. Hence, weeping is taking place at the
בָּמוֹת.96
Gleis seems to take this as the practice of cultic lamentation, labeling it as “Truaerriten” or
“Klageriten.”97 He notes that Isa 15:2 “schildert Trauerbräuche,”98 which is confirmed by the
utilization of the Hebrew verbs  ָבּכָהand יָלַל. Whereas  ָבּכָהis a general term ”gehört hylyl als fester
incongruity. Whereas, according to Levitical law, the best parts, that of the fat of the tail and the hind leg, are to be
burned or given to the priest, the Samuel account has the honored guest (here Saul) receiving the leg. One important
distinction should be noted, though, that perhaps alleviates any sense of inconsistency. According to Lev 7:32, 33, it
is specifically the  י ָ ִמיןwhich is given to the priest. No mention is made of which leg is given to Saul in the Samuel
account. Presumably, then, a priest was present and received the requisite share, with Saul receiving the other שׁוֹק.
96

The MT does present something of a challenge when it comes to the locations mentioned. As it now stands,
it appears that three items, serving as adverbial accusatives, are identified. The first would be the  ַבי ִת, possibly of
דִ יב ֹן, which would be a city in Moab. As to Dibon, Gray comments, “Dibon, mod. Dhîbân, lay about 4 miles N. of
Arnon and 13 E. of the Dead Sea” (George Buchanan Gray, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of
Isaiah, ICC [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1980], 279). Additionally, he seems to take the reference to  ַה ַבּי ִתas signifying a
place name, on which grounds he rejects the MT reading. Rather, he accepts the alternative reading found in the
Syriac and Targums that has  בַתin place of  ַה ַבּי ִת. Thus, it would be translated “The Daughter of Dibon…” In doing
so, this would thus reflect Jer 48:18 (also John D.W. Watts, Isaiah 1–33, WBC 24 [Waco, TX: Word, 1985], 226).
Others understand  ַה ַבּי ִתto signify a temple located at ( דִּ יב ֹןJohn N. Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: Chapters 1–39,
NICOT [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986], 334; Edward J. Young, The Book of Isaiah: Chapters 1–18, 3 vols.
[Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1996], 3:456; it should further be noted that, whereas Young also allows for the
possibility that  ַה ַבּי ִת וְדִ יב ֹןserves as the subject of the sentence, or that the  ְוhere is pleonastic, with  דִ יב ֹןserving as the
subject, he nevertheless prefers to see it as the adv. accusative). In the latter case, then,  בָּמוֹתis regarded in apposition
to  ַבי ִת. If this is accurate, then, here is the one place where  ַבי ִתand  ָבּ ָמהare connected. This will be taken up in
chapter 6. However one deals with  ַה ַבּי ִת ְובִיב ֹן, it would seem fairly certain that  בָּמוֹתhere serves as an adverbial
accusative, indicating the place where the “weeping” is occurring.
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Gleis, Die Bamah,” 212.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 216.
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Bestandteil zur Volksklagezeremonie.”99 This particular term was not the customary word used
in dirges, “sondern wird nur verwendet, wenn große Katastrophen zu beklagen sind, die ein
ganzes Land oder Volk betreffen.”100
Gleis further attempts to connect Isa 16:12, specifically the action indicated by the verb
לָאָה, which, in the niph. signifies “to weary one’s self,”101 to 15:2, and the notion of lamentation
found therein. He identifies it as “ein Kommentar zur Darstellung der Klage Moabs.”102 Yet, a
key difference is that, whereas 15:2 represents the Moabites travail sympathetically, 16:12
characterizes it negatively: “Moabs Götter seien machtlos, alles sei sinnlos, was se
unternehme…”103
It should be remembered that Vaughan utilized Isa 16:12, not as in some way connected to
lamentation but simply to prayer.104 This would be the more likely connotation, seeing that the
latter clause reads וּבָא אֶל־ ִמקְדָּ שׁוֹ ְלהִתְ ַקּלֵּל.105 It is not entirely clear, outside of residing in the same
literary strata, how Gleis associates the activity presented in 16:12 with that presented in 15:2.
He asserts their dependency, but does not seem to validate it.106 Therefore, it would seem best to
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 216.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 216. He further lists activities that are associated with such acts of lamentations: the
wearing of certain types of garments, especially sackcloth; the cutting of one’s hair, either completely or part
thereof; the cutting of one’s beard. He also stipulates: “Trauerbräuche sind Selbstminderungsriten” (Gleis, Die
Bamah, 216). Oswalt, in his commentary on this verse, has almost the same list of activities (Oswalt, The Book of
Isaiah: Chapters 1–39, 337).
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 215.

103

Gleis, Die Bamah, 215.
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Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘BĀMÂ’ in the Old Testament,” 31, 69 n.16.
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Here again, by making this assertion, one must take  בָּמוֹתas corresponding to  ִמ ְקדָּ ֽשׁ. As with 15:2, this will
be taken up in chapter 6.
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Gleis also stipulates that Jer 48:35 is combined with Isa 15:2 to present a picture of cultic lamentation. He
seems to hold that the Jeremiah passage (48:19–47) is closely connected to the Isaianic passage. He adopts the
notion that: “Vermutlich wurde ein Grundbestand des Jesajatextes von Jer 48,19-47 übernommen” (Gleis, Die
Bamah, 217). In this case, the texts are revised by different redactors, with Jeremiah belonging “zu dem
Textbestand, der auf Jes 15f basiert“ (Gleis, Die Bamah, 217). He further notes contextual differences between the
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regard these passages as suggesting two separate activities.
Two factors need to caution against drawing too general of conclusion from these two
passages. First, this refers to the  בָּמוֹתof Moab. Nowhere else is such described as occurring at
Israelite/Judean בָּמוֹת.107 Secondly, as the descriptions are constituted in prophetic speech, the
historical setting premised by the prophecy is one of great disaster. Hence, this sort of behavior
would be most appropriate for such a setting, which might not otherwise take place at  בָּמוֹתsites.

Child Sacrifice
The next cultic act associated with  בָּמוֹתis child oblation. In three places, all in Jeremiah,
 בָּמוֹתare pictured as being utilized for this practice (Jer 7:31, 19:5 and 32:35). The first two
passages use the same verb, שׂ ַָרף, to describe the cultic rite, whereas in the last passage, it is ָעבַד
(in the hiph.).108 The last two passage are similar in that they describe the deity associated with
the  מוֹת ָבּvia the construct chain בָּמוֹת ַה ַבּעַל. Yet, 32:35 goes on to further indicate that that the
sacrificial act was done !ֶלַמֹּל. All three passages share the common designation of place, גֵיא בֶן־

two accounts, which is due to Jeremiah breaking up the Isa15:2f., whereby the description of the people’s
lamentation actually occurs in v. 38, whereas reference to ( בָּמוֹתin the singular) occurs in v. 35. Thus, while Isa 15:2
represents the lamentation as occurring in the בָּמוֹת, in Jeremiah, the people weep in their homes and on the streets,
with the  בָּמוֹתbeing reserved for the sacrificial cult. Hence, in Jer 48, its character as the “offizielle Volksklage“ is
lost. Yet, it should be noted that in Jeremiah, there appears no connection between the two verses, other than that
they are the result of Yahweh’s judgment. V. 35 only stipulates that Yahweh will bring to an end the  ַמ ֲאלֶה ָב ָמה.
Hence, it seems something of a stretch to combine these two verses so closely together so as to assert that they
adduce any notion of a cultic lamentation. The only means by which one could associate these two verses, as Gleis
demonstrates, is by first assuming some sort of a literary connection on Isaiah for Jeremiah and then asserting that
this, then, should influence how one understands these two verses.
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Gleis does connect such to the Israelites, referring to it as Volksklageefeiern on the basis of 1 Kgs 8:33–50,
2 Chr 20:9 and Joel 1:13. He even postulates the possibility that Isa 15:f is “eine Projektion, die israelitischen
Verhältnisse auf Moab überträg“ (Gleis, Die Bamah, 218). Yet, these passages do not relate such activities as
occurring in the  בָּמוֹתof either the southern or northern kingdoms.
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It is on this basis that Barrick attempts to assign 32:35 to a later literary strata because  ָעבַד, in the hiph.,
occurs in Lev 18:21 and Ezek 16:21, 23:37, all apparently considered later than the subsequent two passages
(Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 146–47). This, though, would seem too small a sample size to
make such a distinction.
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הִנּ ֹם. Also, they have the similar phraseology שׁ
ֶ א ָעלְתָ ה עַל־ ִלבִּי ֲא-ְא־ ִצוִּיתִ י ו-ר.109 Thus all three
passages would appear to be referring to the same sort of cultic activity conducted at a ָבּמָה
located in גֵיא בֶן־הִנּ ֹם.110
Yet, similar to the last activity, caution needs to be taken with respect to generalizing this
practice with בָּמוֹת. Seeing that only in Jeremiah, and only there on three occasions, child
sacrifice is conducted at a specific  ָבּמָהsite during a specific period would seem to mitigates
against taking this as a routine rite performed at all, most or even many  ָבּמָוֹתthroughout the
course of its history.

Cultic Prostitution
As noted in the first chapter, one last possible activity is that of cultic prostitution. As
discussed there, Vaughan not only postulates this on the basis of Ezek 16:16, but placed great
emphasis on the notion that the activity took place “on” the בָּמוֹת. This, of course, fit well with his
view that  בָּמוֹתwere cultic platforms.111 Yet, as also previously noted, Fowler contested this by
stipulating that the prostitution mentioned in Ezek 16:16 is a symbolic reference.112 In line with
this, it should be observed that the whole of this oracle (16:1–58) has a metaphorical nuance to it.
As Allen stipulates:
The whole of oracle of judgment is shaped as a sort of allegory. It is dominated by the
metaphor of Jerusalem as a girl who, rescued from death and richly blessed by her
109

There is some variation amongst the three passages, yet all have this phrase.
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It should be noted that 2 Kgs 23:10 also shares many common features with the Jeremiah passages,
especially 32:25. In v. 10, we again find the location ( גֵי בֶן־ ִהנֺּםwith respect to בֶן, reading the Q rather than the K
()בֶני. Regarding גֵי, multiple manuscripts read )גֵיא. Additionally, the word  תֹּפֶתoccurs, which is also found in Jer 7:31
and 17:6, but not in 32:35. Yet, the verbal action, as in 32:35, is described with  ָעבַדand there is also a reference to
!ֶמֹל, as to whom the child oblations is presented. Yet, unlike the three Jeremiah passages, no mention is here made
of  ָבּ ָמה. Still, the verbal action taken against the site is that of desecration () ָט ֵמא, which, as has been seen, is the same
taken against  בָּמוֹתin 2 Kgs 23. Thus, it could well be that  בָּמוֹתare also alluded to here.
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Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘BĀMÂ in the Old Testament, 31.
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Fowler, “The Israelite bāmâ,” 209.
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benefactor-husband, repays him with infidelity and must lose her life. Allegory is a
loose description, for at times the details of the story, parablelike, bear no exact
relation to reality, while at other times reality breaks through, leaving the metaphor
behind…A better designation would be extended metaphor.113
That v. 16 is not a case of reality breaking through, but rather is metaphorical in nature, it
should be observed that the verb utilized to describe the activity at בָּמוֹת, זָנָה, which would be the
basis of Vaughan’s claim for cultic prostitution, as it signifies, concretely, “commit fornication,
be a harlot,”114 is also found vv. 15 and 17. In v. 17 the metaphorical nature of the verb strongly
comes out, seeing that the object with which the people “acted the harlot” were  ַצ ְלמֵי זָכָר. Indeed,
vv. 18–21 further describe the interaction the people had with these images. They burned incense
to their images (v. 18); they offered bread to their images (perhaps referring to  ִמנְחָהtype of
offerings);115 they even went so far as to sacrifice their children to their images. Hence,
contextually, the notion of idolatry appears to be the main theme of these verses, of which זָנָה
serves, it would seem, metaphorically, as an over-arching term. As Allen comments on this
section (vv. 15–19): “This section is dominated by the stem  זנהrelating to sexual intercourse
outside marriage and to prostitution: it occurs four times in vv. 15–19 and six times in vv. 15–22.
In 6:9; 20:30 Ezekiel applies the image to the worship of gods other than Yahweh, and it is so
used here.” So, then, specifically in v. 16, it would seem unlikely that we have a reference to
cultic prostitution, but more so a metaphorical use of  זָנָהfor idolatry.
Yet, possible support for the notion that cultic prostitution occurred at  בָּמוֹתis indirectly
supplied by its association with the phrase (or its equivalent)116 עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים ה ָָרמִים ְועַל־ה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־
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Leslie C. Allen, Ezekiel 1–19, 233; see also C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Ezekiel, Daniel, trans. James Martin
and M.G. Easton; COOT 9, (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1996), 112; G.A. Cooke, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Book of Ezekiel, ICC (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1985), 159.
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A more detailed examination of this phrase awaits our discussion on the relation of  תבָּמוֹto location. Here,
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( עֵץ ַר ֲענָןDeut 12:2). There are five passages that possibly connected this phrase to the practice of
fertility cults, and hence to cultic prostitution: Jer 2:20, 3:6, 13; Isa 57:5, 7117 and Hos 4:13.118
The passages in Jeremiah, especially 2:20 and 3:6, though, do not provide clear evidence for this
association because they may well, as with Ezek 16, be utilizing the notion of prostitution119

we will simply note that the phrase occurs 16 times in the OT: Deut 12:2; 1 Kgs 14:23; 2 Kgs 16:4, 17:10; Isa 30:25,
57:5,7, 65:7; Jer 2:20, 3:6, 13 3, 17:2; Ezek 20:28, 34:6; Hos 4:13 and 2 Chr 28:4. Also, there is no standardized
manner of utilizing the phrase. Hollday, in his analysis of these various references, also provides the different
amalgamations in which the phrase occurs (see William L. Holladay, “‘On Every High Hill and Under Every Green
Tree’,” VT 11 [1961], 170–72). The subsequent analysis will affirm that the phrase is connected to  בָּמוֹתvia 1 Kgs
14:23, 2 Kgs 16:4, 17:10 and Ezek 20:28.
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It should be noted that here, the phrase has actually been split up between the two verses, with v. 5
containing  ֲענָןתַּ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר, and v. 7 containing עַל הַר־גָּב ֹ ַהּ.
118

S. Ackerman makes a strong case that Isa 65:3 also connects  בָּםוֹתto the practice of fertility cults, and hence,
again, cultic prostitution. Although  בָּמוֹתare not mentioned in this verse (nor anywhere in the context), Ackerman
asserts that the place where these cultic practices were occurring were at בָּמוֹת. She does so on the grounds that the
cultic activity mentioned in v. 3 is described with ( ָקטַרpiel stem) and that the location indicated by such in v. 7 is
upon mountains. This fits well with the factors we have already discovered in our analysis of the  בּמוֹתphenomena
from 2 Kgs 23, though, it must be noted that she avers that the verbal action indicated by  ָקטַר, against Edelman, is
incense burning (Susan Ackerman, Under Every Green Tree: Popular Religion in Sixth-Century Judah,” HSM 46
[Atlanta, GA: Scholars, 1992], 173–75). In connecting this verse to practice of a fertility cult, which is not evident in
the context itself, she picks up on the unusual condemnation of cultic activities taking place in גַּנּוֹת, which only
occurs, apart from this reference, twice more, all in Isaiah (1:29, 66:17). She focuses her treatment on the
corresponding reference in 1:29. There, she observes how the parallel to the garden activity is a reference to ֵאילִים
(“terebinths” or “oaks”), which she explains as a “reference to rites practiced under sacred trees” (Ackerman, Under
Every Green Tree, 186). Hence, she connects  ַגּנִּיםto sacred groves and, thus, sacred groves to the phrase in question.
It should be noted, though, that her emphasis, as to the association of fertility cults to such sites, with regard to the
phrase, is upon עֵץ ַר ֲענָן. Yet, such groves are located on mountains or hills, per the phrase, which thus, with Isa 6:7,
allows her to bring this aspect of the phrase to bear here. As to the cultic practice occurring in such sacred groves,
she again utilizes 1:29, specifically the verb  ָח ַמד, which she asserts “carries connotations of sexual heat or lust”
(Ackermann, Under Every Green Tree, 187). This, though, is likely the weak point of her argument.  ָח ַמד, outside of
three possibly four passages (our of approximately 20; those passages are: Deut:5:2, Prov 6:25 and Song 2:3, with
Exod 20:17 being the possible fourth), is used without any notion of sexual desire connected to it (see, for e.g., Exod
34:24, Deut 7:26, Josh 7:21 and Ps 68:18). Even in 1:29, there is no clear indication that sexual desire is present,
seeing that the object of the verb are the  ֵאילִים. Yet, what the reference to 1:29 does allow her to do, is to connect the
notion of sacred grooves, via the term גַּנּוֹת, with the phrase, and as will be shown, the phrase in Hos 4:13 and Isa
57:5, possibly 7, does seem to be associated with cultic prostitution via fertility cults. Thus, in reverse fashion, this
may allow for the assumption that cultic prostitution was practiced in sacred grooves. Yet, in fairness, there is a
great deal of supposition to her case.
119

Clearly, prostitution is indicated in 2:20 and 3:6, with the employment of the verb זָנָה. The notion of sexual
dalliance is possibly conveyed in 3:13 with the expression !ִ ( וַתְּ ַפז ְִרי ֶאת־דְּ ָר ַכיthis is a very difficult expression to
understand, with the additional problem of there being variants in the textual witness; for a discussion of this phrase,
see William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah, 2 vols.; ICC [Edinburgh: T&T Clarke,
1986], 1:70–71). At least one commentator, though, does not even understand the phrase to indicate a sexual
reference but a reference to the giving away of wealth (see Holladay, Jeremiah 1: A Commentary on the Book of the
Prophet Jeremiah, Chapters 1–25, (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 1986), 119–20). This, of course, makes
the employment of 3:13 as evidence for cultic prostitution (actual as opposed to symbolic) much more difficult.
With regard to the other two passages, commentators are divided as to whether the reference there is symbolic or
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symbolically. A stronger case can be made for Hos 4:13 and Isa 57:5, 7, as associating cultic
prostitution with the phrase, of which 57:5,7 evinces the best possibility.120 Hence, the phrase
provides only very modest support for the connection between  בָּמוֹתand cultic prostitution.121
Restraint is likewise prudent seeing that, even if Isa 57 does indicate cultic prostitution, it
does not demonstrate how widespread or routine such a practice was. Further, it would seem
very unlikely that such was practiced in Yahwistic בָּמוֹת.122 Moreover, even greater doubt needs to

actual. seems quite corrects when he observes, “It is a matter of great difficulty to determine whether imagery of this
kind is merely metaphorical so that harlotry is to be transposed into idolatry and this makes the interpretation
complete (cf. Kimski); or whether there is over and above this an allusion to the sexual immorality which is
involved in the Apostasy (cf. Hos 4:13 f.)” (William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah,
2 vols.; ICC; [Edinburgh: T&T Clarke, 1986], 1:41).
120

Most commentators understand v. 5 as a reference to real rather than symbolic sexual desire (see, for
instance, Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: Chapter 40–66, NICOT [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998], 476–77;
Brevard S. Childs, Isaiah, OTL [Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 2001], 466–67; John Golidngay, Isaiah,
NIBCOT [Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2001], 321–22; J. Alec Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaiah: An Introduction
and Commentary [Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press, 1993], 472; C.F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, Isaiah, trans.
James Martin; COOT 7 [Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1996], 7:544). Nevertheless, Young, still regard it as a
symbolic expression. As Young explains, “What is meant is the strong desire for the idolatrous practices that took
place among the terebinths. (Young, The Book of Isaiah, I, 3 vols. [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1996], 3:402).
That symbolism is not meant seems to be indicated by the subsequent reference to child sacrifice, which would be a
real and not symbolic allusion. The whole of the verse is describing the actual cultic acts for which the Israelites are
being condemned. That such are both to be interpreted in light of the other is indicated by the exact parallel
syntactical construction between the two clauses. The case of v. 7 (and 8) is not so clear. Some take it to signify the
actual practice of cultic prostitution (Goldingay, Isaiah, 321–22; John D. W. Watts, Isaiah 34–66, WBC 25 [Waco,
TX: Word, 1987], 258, and Oswalt The Book of Isaiah: Chapter 40–66, 478–79 being three such examples, although
Oswalt proffers that both actual practices and symbolic reference is present). Motyers, who postulates the actual
practice for v. 5, still seems to regard the reference in v. 7–8 as symbolic (Motyers The Prophecy of Isaiah: An
Introduction and Commentary, 473; so also Delitzsch, Isaiah, 546). Nevertheless, at least v. 5 does provide a
possible link between cultic prostitution and the phrase. That such is the case, and seeing that here the phrase is
uniquely split (as previously indicated), the subsequent reference (v. 7) should also likely be to actual rather than
symbolic prostitution (though, with Oswalt, there may well be a dual reference to both).
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Gleis rejects this association on the basis that there is no specific description of cultic prostitution
mentioned with ( בָּמוֹתGleis, Die Bamah, 221–23). This affirms his overall understanding of the development of the
phrase as going in two direction: one with reference to  בָּמוֹתand the other with reference to fertility cults (note, he
does not view the usage of the phrase as indicative of place but of denunciation of these cultic sites, at least with
regard to  ;בָּמוֹתsee below). Whereas, this observation does add further caution in making said association, his
postulation of two independent paths for the development of the phrase, with one being in relation to fertility cults,
does seem somewhat overdone, especially seeing that the phrase is only possibly connected with the practice of
fertility cults in two passages and the questionable existence of such cultic activity.
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It should be noted, though, that Ackermann, with regard to her argument from Isa 65:3, does argue that the
object of worship was Yahweh. Yet, she also avers that there were two deities so worshipped at these sites, with the
second being Asherah (who plays a fairly significant role in her analysis overall; see Ackermann, Under Every
Green Tree, 186–194). So, such would indicate synchronic worship, which would certainly fall into the category of
a perverted form of Yahwism.
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be exercised with regard to Hos 4:13. Even if Hos 4:13 (and v. 14) does indicate real, sexual acts,
it does not necessarily indicate that such were cultic in nature. More recent interpretations have
rendered these verses so as to either understand the reference as symbolic or to regard the sexual
act as non-cultic.123
More problematic for this rite is that the very notion that cultic prostitution was even
connected with the fertility cult has come under recent scrutiny. For instance, Van der Toorn,
while allowing for the practice of prostitution to pay one’s vows and allowing for sexual
promiscuity during cultic festivals, nevertheless asserts that: “Considering the available
evidence, there is no need to postulate the existence of sacred prostitution in the service of a
fertility cult.”124 In light of the lack of strong textual support and in consideration of the problems
associated with what evidence there might be, great caution is warranted when associating cult
prostitution with בָּמוֹת.
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Whereas older works do advocate for cultic prostitution, (see Francis I. Anderson and David Noel
Freedman, Hosea: A New Translation and Introduction, AB 24 [New York: Doubleday, 1980] 365–69; James
Luther May, Hosea: A Commentary, OTL [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1969], 74–5 and especially Hans Walter
Wolff, Hosea: A Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Hosea, trans. Gary Stansell; Hermeneia [Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1974], 85–87, who appears to have been the leading advocate for seeing the sexual references in the last
part of v. 13 as cultic in nature), newer treatments of the text have begun to question whether the prostitution here
should be understood as cultic or even whether the references are to real acts or, again, symbolic. Hence, Macintosh,
arguing against particularly Wolff’s understanding of v. 13 as indicating some sort of fertility rite, stipulates that the
sexual immorality of the women is the result of the illicit cultic practices of the men, not a part of that indictment.
That is, the men did not (as Wolff’s thesis would require) turn the women into cultic prostitutes; if it were, then it
would be part of the indictment rather than expressed as the result of their cultic activities. Additionally, whereas he
does hold that v. 14 elucidates the cultic activity mentioned in v. 13, yet he further contends that the sexual
immorality mentioned is not cultic but the result of the relaxed religious standards as well as the festivities (i.e.
eating and drinking) which attended the festal sacrifice (A.A. Macintosh, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
Hosea, ICC [Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1997], 155–60; note that he further demonstrates that the word  ְקדֵ שׁוֹת, which
has traditionally been translated to mean “cultic prostitute,” need not be the case). Davies also seems reticent to
ascribe to the nature of the sexual activity as cultic (G.I. Davies, Hosea: Based on the Revised Standard Version,
NCB [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 1992], 124–27). Dearman in v. 14, and perhaps as well in v. 13, holds that the
primary signification is metaphorical, with an allusion to sexual activities (J. Andrew Dearman, The Book of Hosea,
NICOT [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2010], 165–66). Stuart holds the reference in v. 13 to be metaphorical, with
the reference to  ז ֹנוֹתin v. 14 to be literal (note he also interprets  ְקדֵ שׁוֹתas “cultic prostitution; Stuart, Hosea–Jonah,
82–84). Hence, while it is likely that some sort of sexual activity is taking place, and perhaps even connected with
the location indicted by the phrase, whether such is cultic in nature is questionable.
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Karel Van der Toorn, “Female Prostitution in Payment of Vows in Ancient Israel,” JBL 108 (1989), 203;
for her argument against such, see pp. 201–4.
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Conclusion
From this survey, then, we are confronted with other activity taking place at  בָּמוֹתsites. This
includes the act of child sacrifices, prayer and (possibly cultic) lamentation. More remotely
possible is cult prostitution. Yet, as seen in 2 Kgs 23, the prominent act of worship is described
with the verb  ָקטַר, often further conjoined with the verb זָבַח. Considering the same verbal
coordination takes place in Lev 17 that we find utilized with regard to  בָּמוֹתworship, and that Lev
17 is dealing with שׁ ָלמִים
ְ  זִ ְבחֵיit would seem very possible that the same sort of sacrificial rite is
being practiced at בָּמוֹת. This would further strengthen the notion that the most prominent feature
of a  בָּמוֹתsite was the  ַח ִמזְ ֵבּ.

Cultic Personnel
Our last element concerns the cultic personnel who serviced the בָּמוֹת. As with cultic
activities, there appears little controversy regarding the existence of a  בָּמוֹתpriesthood. Yet, as we
will see, the broader evidence, while supporting such for the northern Kingdom, appears to
contain no reference to  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםin the southern Kingdom’s בָּמוֹת. Still, it as well provides no
counter-evidence for the existence of such. Additionally, in this section, we will review a few
other offices that, specifically, Gleis postulates as possibly associated with בָּמוֹת.
 בָּמוֹתPriests of the Northern Kingdom
Outside of 23:20, there are five other references which speak of  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםas serving at בָּמוֹת
sites in the northern Kingdom. Three of these references appear in the same narrative setting of
the establishment of the northern Kingdom’s cult by Jeroboam (I Kgs. 12:31–2, 13:2, 33). In all
three cases, they indicate that the appointment of these  כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםwas the work of Jeroboam. In the
larger context, the narrative concerns the establishment of the calf idols (שׁנֵי ֶעגְלֵי זָהָב
ְ ) and their
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placement at Dan and Bethel.125 Additionally, as we have seen above, the narrative describes
Jeroboam’s creation of  בֵּית בָּמוֹתthroughout the northern Kingdom126 and the establishment of a
rival feast ()חָג127 at Bethel to that practiced at Jerusalem. Most significantly, the narrative focuses
on the encounter between an unnamed prophet from the southern Kingdom (here referred to as
הִים%ֱ )אִישׁ אand Jeroboam, while the apostate king is officiating at the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחat Bethel during his
new cultic festival.
The first reference to the  בָּמוֹתpriests of the north occurs in 12:31–2. In the first clause of v.
31, we find the description of Jeroboam’s construction of the בָּמוֹת,128 while the second clause
specifies the appointment of the  כּ ֹ ֲהנִים. In verse 32, these priests are then designated כּ ֹ ֲהנֵי ַהבָּמוֹת.
Additionally, two phrases in v. 31 help to clarify the nature of this newly formed priesthood.
First, is the  מִןclause which further qualifies the mention of כּ ֹ ֲהנִים: א־הָיוּ ִמ ְבּנֵי-  ֵלוִי ִמקְצוֹת ָהעָם ֲאשֶׁר.
Of particular importance is the noun  ָקצָה. According to BDB, the sense for  ָקצָהis that of “end,”
but it can also signify the notion of “what is included within the extremities.”129 Hence, here the
idea is that of the “whole of the people.” So, the candidates for this priesthood were universal in
scope, with one exception, though. This priesthood is further qualified in the following relative
125

1 Kgs 12:25–30

126

1 Kgs 12:31
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This feast would thus be similar to the Feast of Booths (Lev 23:33–43). Note, there is a difference of dating
between the two feasts. Whereas the Judean feast took place in the 7th month, Jeroboam dated the feast to the 8th
month. For a discussion of the possible reasons for this see: Montgomery and Gehman, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Book of Kings, 259–60; Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 1:260–61; Gray, I & II Kings, 317–18; Wray
Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, 185.
128

The verb used here is שׂה
ָ  ָע. With respect to the phrase בֵּית בָּמוֹת, there are textual witnesses (LXX and
Vulgate) that take the  ַבי ִתhere as plural rather than singular. The plural form is found in 13:32. The plural form
reads  בָּתֵּ יrather than בֵּית. Hence, this could be a case of metathesis. Regardless, Wray Beal, pointing to GKC, §124r,
avers that it should be translated as a plural (Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, 179). According to GKC, the plural form of
the nomen rectum would indicate that the compound phrase should be understood as a plural. Yet, as well be
demonstrated below, it could well be that the singular should be retained and that it should further be regarded as a
singular reference; that is, it is the  ָבּ ָמהof Bethel being referenced. Even if this should be the case, this does not
affect the above analysis of the  בָּמוֹתpriesthood as described in 1 Kgs 12:32–13:1.
129

BDB,  ָקצֶהs.v., 3. Notice, this last quote deals with the masc. form () ָקצֶה. Yet, the semantic range for the
fem. appears to be the same as the masc.
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clause א־הָיוּ ִמ ְבּנֵי ֵלבִי/  ֲאשֶׁר. Again, we find another employment of the preposition מִן. In both
instances, the  מִןwould indicate source. So, in the first  מִןclause, the universal nature of the
priesthood is indicated, while the second  מִןclause (in the relative clause), noting the use of the
negative particle "א, does indicate one restriction; these priests were not from the tribe of Levi.
The final reference to  כּ ֹ ֲהנִים בָּמוֹתoccurs in 13:33 and follows much the same wording as
12:31. Again we find a statement indicating Jeroboam’s appointment130 of the  בָּמוֹתpriesthood
מִקצוֹת ָהעָם. This time, though, rather than the relative clause indicating a restriction, we have ֶה ָחפֵץ
in apposition to כּ ֹ ֲהנִים בָּמוֹת.  ָחפֵץis here a participle functioning as an attributive adjective and
hence should be translated “whosoever would desire.”131 So, again, this would indicate the
universal nature of this particular priesthood.132
Hence, we find the notion of a certain priesthood servicing the  בָּמוֹתof the northern
Kingdom supported by 1 Kgs 12:31–2 and 13:33. We further find that such were of nonLevitical descent, which would also conform well to 2 Kgs 23:20, specifically as it relates to the
action taken by Josiah against the northern priesthood.133
The second reference found in the Kings account of Jeroboam’s initiation of the northern
cult occurs in 13:2. In this verse, we find the prophet from Judah condemning the cultic activities
130

In both verses, שׂה
ָ  ָעis used.

131

See BDB,  ָחפֵץs.v., 1.
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The Syriac reads qrb qwrbnʾ, “he brought a gift/bribe,” in place of י ְ ַמלֵּא ֶאת י ָדוֹ. There is no other textual
witness for this reading. Further, the phrase “ י ְ ַמלֵּא ֶאת־י ָדוֹis the technical expression for investing with the priesthood,
according to the rite prescribed for the consecration of priests, namely, to place sacrificial gifts in the hands of the
persons to be consecrated (see at Lev 7:37 and 8:25ff.)” (Keil and Delitzsch, 1 & 2 Kings, 1 & 2 Chronicles, 146;
see also Gray, I & II Kings, 333).
133

The parallel account found in Chronicles (2 Chr 11:15), a fourth passage that references the  בָּמוֹתpriesthood
of the northern Kingdom, provides little additional information. It simply indicates that Jeroboam appointed (ָע ַמד
rather than שׂה
ָ  כּ ֹ ֲהנִים ) ָעfor the בָּמוֹת. In the preceding verse (14), one also finds the rejection of the Levites as priests
(it could be that such is actually more emphasized in the Chronicles account, seeing that more information is
provided concerning them. The Chronicles account adds that the Levites departed the northern Kingdom and
relocated to the southern Kingdom specifically because Jeroboam (and his descendants) rejected them from the
priesthood). So, then, what information is provided from Chronicles corresponds generally well with the picture
presented in 2 Kgs 12 and 13.
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of Jeroboam. In so doing, he stipulates that upon the altar of Bethel the northern priesthood will
be sacrificed ( ) ַקטַרupon her and their bones will be burned ( )שׂ ַָרףby a שׁיּ ָהוּ שְׁמוֹ
ִ בֵן נוֹלָד ְלבֵית־דָּ וִד י ֹא.
Hence, it would seem, that this prophecy is meant to be read as anticipating Josiah’s activities
recorded in 2 Kgs 23:15–20.134 Additionally, v. 2 provides us with insight into the sacrificial
activity of these priests with the word  ָקטַר. This again corresponds well with the cultic activity
we find associated with  בָּמוֹתworship in 2 Kgs 23 and elsewhere.
Thus, the portrait found in 2 Kgs 23, especially v. 19–20, of a  בָּמוֹתpriesthood of the
northern Kingdom finds strong support in the Jeroboam narrative. The same would also seem to
be the case with the other reference to such in Kings (2 Kgs 17:32, the fifth such reference to a
northern Kingdom priesthood). One significant factor concerning this reference is that, though
dealing with  בָּמוֹתlocated in the territory of the former northern Kingdom, the people utilizing
these cultic sites are no longer Israelites. Rather, they are the people resettled in this province by
the Assyrians. Yet, as with the expression found earlier, we again the find the similar phrase
 ִמקְצוֹתָ ם, which would again point to a universal applicability for the priesthood. As with the
former picture, then, the present passage confirms that, even after the deportation of the Israelite
population, a priesthood was servicing northern  בָּמוֹתand that such were of a non-Levitical
nature.
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There is an apparent discrepancy between the prophecy and its recorded fulfillment. Whereas the prophecy
seems to indicate that the ritual slaughtering will take place, specifically, upon the Bethel  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, 2 Kgs 23:20 seems to
stipulate that such actually took place at the various alters throughout Samaria. On this basis, Barrick observes:
“These discrepancies suggest that the bamoth-priests servicing Bethel also serviced the battim-bamot in the other
cities of North Israel” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 315). He also observes the same point
regarding the discrepancy found in13:32, where the old prophet “enlarges” upon the original saying, so as to indicate
all בָּתֵּ י בָּמוֹת. In his later work, though, he asserts that the reference to the slaughtering of the priests is a later, postexilic insertion, placed there because of their previous mention in 12:31 and 32 (Barrick, The King and the
Cemeteries, 45; for a further critical appraisal of 13:2, see DeVries, I Kings, 170 and Fritz, 1 & 2 Kings, 150). Yet,
any sort of negative evaluation based on the level of specificity as to the prophecies fulfillment seems a bit
overdone. As argued above, it could very well be that there was such a close association between the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחat Bethel
and the  בָּמוֹתsystem that the mere mention of  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחin the original prophecy would be understood as implying the
whole of the  בָּמוֹתsystem in the northern Kingdom.
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Finally, the term  ְכּמ ִָריםis also connected with the northern priesthood and in a context
which suggests that such might have serviced the בָּמוֹת. This connection occurs in Hos 10:5–8. As
we have already noted, v. 5 refers to the  ְכּמ ִָריםand their association with the  ֶעגְלוֹת, “calf idols.”
In v. 8, then, we have a mention of בָּמוֹת, which are further qualified with the word אָוֶן.  אָוֶןcan
either simply be translated as “evil,”135 or it could also, as in v. 5, be a reference to Bethel via a
derogatory epithet.136 If the latter is true, which seems most likely considering the close
proximity of the words to one another, in that vv. 5–8 forms a unit,137 then we have a clear
association between  ְכּמ ִָריםand  בָּמוֹתin the northern Kingdom. This, then, reflects the same
connection we find in 2 Kgs 23:5 between  ְכּמ ִָריםand בָּמוֹת. Here, though, the  ִכּמ ִָריםare found with
the northern Kingdom’s בָּמוֹת.138
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So Stewart, Hosea–Jonah, 163.

136

The latter appears to be the more accepted amongst commentators: so Anderson and Freedman, Hosea: A
New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, 549, 559; J. Andrew Dearman, The Book of Hosea, 267;
Davies, Hosea, 240; Andrew Hill and Richard Patterson, Minor Prophets: Hosea through Malachi, (CBC; Carol
Stream, IL: Tyndale House, 2005), 59. Macintosh, while providing a discussion of both possibilities, favors the
notion that it is a proper noun because of the specific reference to Bethel in v. 5 (A.A. Macintosh, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on Hosea, 59).
137

In the least, vv. 5–8 should be construed as a literary unit for three reasons: A) There is the double mention
of Samaria in vv. 5 and 7, which appear to begin a new focus of judgment (vv. 5–6 focus on the  ָעגְלוֹת, with vv. 8–9
focusing on the more general cultic elements (specifically the  בָּמוֹתand the  ) ִמזְבְּחוֹתof the people); B) The double use
of the word  ;אָוֶןwhether or not both are used as a place-name, that this particular word is found in such close
proximity at least strengthens the connection of these verses; C) The basic theme throughout these verses as
judgment upon cultic elements. As to the scope of the pericope, v. 8 should be separated from v. 9, because v. 8 (as
well as vv. 5–8), speak of the object of judgment in the third person, whereas in v. 9, the object is now directly
addressed. Additionally, there is no further reference to cultic apparatus, with the theme now being her unrespited
rebellion against Yahweh. What is not so clear is where the unit begins. Stewart argues, based on the structural logic
of the verses, that the unit is vv. 1–8 (Stewart, Hosea–Jonah, 158). On the other hand, Gleis argues against this by
stipulating that between v. 4 and 5 the theme changes: “in Hos 10,1–4 geht es um die Mißstände im Land und die
verfehlte Politik des Königs, während die Vv 5–8 die assyrische Übermacht und den drohenden Untergang des
Nordreiches beleuchten“ (Gleis, Die Bamah, 73). Gleis may overstate this change, though, seeing that certain
elements do filter down to vv. 5–8 from vv. 1–4 (specifically, the mention of the kings (v. 3, referenced again in v.
7) and the focus on cultic apparatus (vv. 1–2, which are the focus of vv. 4–8)). Still, considering the imagery utilized
in vv. 1–2 (Israel as a vine), which is not further found in vv. 5–8 and that v. 4 seems to include some sort of notion
of covenant-breaking, which is also lacking in vv. 5–8, it might well be best to regard vv. 1–4 as a separate unit from
vv. 5–8.
138

Note, that v. 8 does have the plural form for  ָבּ ָמה, but as we have seen from 2 Kgs 23:8, this could be a plural
of extension.
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 בָּמוֹתPriests of the Southern Kingdom
Outside of our two references in 2 Kings, there is no other place which associates the term
 כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםwith  וֹתבָּמwith regard to the southern Kingdom. Should Edelman’s stipulation139 that only
 כּ ֹ ֲהנִיםperform the cultic activity indicated by the verb  ָקטַר, then the repeated mention of  ָקטַרwith
 בָּמוֹתas the dominant cultic function would imply such cultic personnel. Yet, what is important to
note is that no textual evidence explicitly contradicts the picture presented in 2 Kgs 23
concerning the presence of a  בָּמוֹתpriesthood in the southern Kingdom. The closest one might
have to such is the note that ( ִרים ַבּבָּמוֹת ָהעָם ְמזַ ְבּחִים וּ ְמעוֹד ַק ְטּ1 Kgs 22:44). This would thus identify
the people as performing the cultic rites rather than a priesthood. Yet, it could also be that this is
simply a generalizing statement, indicating the guilt of the people in these actions. The actual
performance of the cultic rite was officially done on behalf of the people by the  בָּמוֹתpriesthood.
 בָּמוֹתPriests of the United Kingdom
One interesting notice which would provide further affirmation of a priesthood serving וֹתבָּמ
comes from 1 Chr 16:39. Here, we find the official Yahwistic priesthood servicing the  בָּמוֹתat
Gibeon during the Davidic reign. Whereas the history of Chronicles is widely suspect,140 at least
one can stipulate that the existence of a  בָּמוֹתpriesthood finds support at some point in Jewish
history, which corresponded well with the textual evidence found in 2 Kgs 23.141
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See ch. 2 n. 80.
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As R.K. Harrison explains, “Because of the particular standpoint from which Chronicles was compiled, as
well as the association of this work in the Greek and other versions with the historical books of Samuel and Kings, it
has become customary for liberal scholars generally to adopt a rather low view of the nature and historical
trustworthiness of the book of Chronicles” (Harrison, Introduction to the Old Testament, 1157). In line with this,
some view the connection of the tabernacle with Gibeon recorded here and in 1 Chr 21:29 as well as in 2 Chr 1:3f.
as an attempt to justify Solomon’s worship as being in line with the priestly legislation (See Ralph W. Klein, 2
Chronicles: A Commentary, HC [Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 2012], 368; Edward Lewis Curtis and Albert Alonzo
Madson, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Chronicles, ICC [New York: Scribner, 1910], 315–
16). For a defense of the historicity of a tent-sanctuary being located at Gibeon, see H.G.M. Williamson, 1 and 2
Chronicles, NCB, (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1982), 130–32.
141

That is, that Chronicles vouchsafed a priesthood associated with this ancient בָּמוֹת, whether such was

146

Other Cultic Personnel
Gleis, on the basis of 1 Sam 9, postulates two other officers associated with the בָּמוֹת: the
Seer/prophet and the  ַטבָּח.142 Gleis lays out a possible leadership structure in accordance with I
Sam. 9, where the הִים%ֱאִישׁ א, the prophet or seer, served as the “Leiter der Mahlgemeinschaft,“143
with the  ַטבָּחas performing the actual ritualistic slaughtering.144
In light of this, it must be noticed that Gleis is basing these two cultic personnel on a theory
that posits the present account as being composed of two independent stories. The evidence for
these two offices belong to the earlier narrative that was later redacted by the addition of a
second narrative. With this secondary redaction, Samuel is: “Gast in der Stadt und damit auch in
der bmh.”145 In this secondary intrusion, then, Samuel does not belong to the cult personnel. In
this case, only the  ַטבָּחis presented as a member of the cult personnel and now plays a greater
role in the preparation of the meal. Hence, whether one allows for the possibility of one or two
cultic personnel on the basis of 1 Sam 9 depends upon whether one accepts Gleis’s contention
accurate or not, is still evidence from a very early period, more closely aligned, time-wise, with the period under
study than modern scholarship, that  בָּמוֹתpriests were an accepted phenomena.
142

Note he also discusses the possibility that the mention of . ַה ְמ ַקטּ ְִרים2 Kgs 23:5 presents another possible
office belonging to the  ָבּ ָמהcult, that of the “incense burner” (Die Räucherer), yet dismisses such (Gleis, Die Bamah,
225). He does assert that the  ַה ְמקטּ ְִריםwere priests who were characterized as “vereinbarer nicht mit der
Jahweverehrung” (Gleis, Die Bamah, 225). The term, as posited above, though, could simply refer to those who
worshipped the various deities mentioned in 2 Kgs 23:5. He further discusses the prophets mentioned in 1 Sam 10:5,
arguing that such should be viewed as ecstatic prophets, who could be described as cultic personnel, but only in the
widest sense of the phrase. As to whether “sie fest zur bmh gehören ob sie das Heiligtum nur aufsuchen, um in
Ekstase zu geraten, muß offen bleiben” (Gleis, Die Bamah, 228).
143

Gleis, Die Bamah, 223.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 224. He also posits the possibility that there is a divination rite associated with the זֶבֶח
sacrifice, seeing that Saul was seeking information from Samuel and, in response, Samuel required him to wait until
after the cultic rite before supplying him with the needed information (Gleis, Die Bamah, 224). Additionally, Gleis
would contend that there is no regular cult worship taking place at the  ָבּ ָמה, because, according to his understanding
of the account, the הִים% ִאישׁ ֱאdoes not live at the site but in the city. He further postulates the possibility that the ִאישׁ
הִים% ֱאdid not belong to the cultic personnel, but at the meal, he possessed “die Autorität des Gastgebers...oder aber
die Autorität seines hohen Ansehens...” (Gleis, Die Bamah, 224). In the first case (with regard to his possessing the
authority of the host), then, the Seer utilizes the  ָבּ ָמהfor the  זֶבַחsacrifice. In the second instance (in which his
authority comes from the high esteem he was held in), the sacrifice is actually independent of the Seer and was
voluntarily performed by the people.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 225.
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that the present narrative is a composite of two independent stories rather than one. As will be
argued below, the present study finds greater reason to accept the present narrative as presenting
a holistic rather than composite account.
In this case, then, only the  ַטבָּחcould possibly serve as an additional cultic functionaries.
Note that only here does the singular  ַטבָּחoccur. Elsewhere, the plural form it utilized, but with
the sense of “guardsman.”146 Against the notion that  ַטבָּחsignifies a cultic official, the verbal
cognate,  ָטבַח, never seems to appear in a cultic setting. It seems to denote specifically non-cultic
slaughtering of animals for food.147 It can also serve a similar function when used
metaphorically.148 Additionally, it can, figuratively and poetically, signify “to slay, kill
ruthlessly.”149
One place where the nominal cognate is associated with a cultic word is in Isa 34:6, where
it is used in parallel fashion with זֶבַח. Outside of this one instance, none of these cognates (verbal
or nominal) occur in a clearly cultic setting. טבח, as a verb and noun, seems to more relate to
non-ritualistic slaying. Hence, it would seem more likely to view the  ַטבָּחin 1 Sam 9 as a
“cook”150 or butcher than some sort of cultic personnel.
Conclusion
The above survey, then, seems to sustain the notion, especially with regard to the northern
Kingdom’s בָּמוֹת, that a priesthood was associated with such sites. Although no explicit mention
146

BDB,  ַטבָּחs.v., 2. Note there is a fem. form,  ַט ָבּ ָח, הwhich occurs in 1 Sam 8:13. There the notion of “cook”
appears to be strongly attested.
147

Exod 21:37, Prov 9:2, Deut 28:31.

148

Hence, Jeremiah, in face of opposition from his countrymen, compares himself to ( וֹ ַח ֶכבֶשׂ ַאלּוּף יוּבַל ִלטְבJer
11:19; see also 25: 34 and 51:40).
149

BDB, ָטבַחs.v., 2. A similar semantic range occurs for another nominal cognate,  ֶטבַח, “slaughtering,
slaughter” (BDB,  ֶטבַחs.v., 1, with a poetic usage as well, BDB,  ֶטבַחs.v., 2) as well as a fem. cognate,  ִט ְבחָה, “thing
slaughtered, slaughtered meat, slaughter” (BDB, ) ִט ְבחָה.
150

So BDB,  ַטבָּחs.v., 1.
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is made of them with respect to the southern Kingdom’s בָּמוֹת, neither does any evidence contest
the portrayal drawn from 2 Kgs 23 of both Kingdoms’ having  בָּמוֹתpriests.

Conclusion
From this examination of the broader textual evidence, the first part of our purposed
definition of a  בָּמוֹתas being a cultic site which was identified by a certain cultic function, cultic
personnel and cultic apparatus seems to have faired very well. Whereas, the evidence appears to
provide greater surety for the notion that certain cultic functions and personnel (especially as
related to the northern Kingdom’s  בָּמוֹתpriesthood) were identified with  בָּמוֹתsites, there were
texts which also appeared to support the supposition that certain cultic apparatus were connected
to  בָּמוֹתsites. It must be admitted that most of the texts examined with regard to cultic apparatus,
though, do fit into the third category; that is, they are more ambivalent in stipulating that there
was an association and what that association was. Nevertheless 1 Kgs 3:4 and 2 Kgs 17:9–11
(especially as it related to 1 Kgs 14:23 and 2 Kgs 16:4) do provide a very strong connection
between  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹתwith  בָּמוֹתsites.
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CHAPTER FOUR
BRAODER TEXTUAL EVIDENCE REGARDING בָּמוֹת: VERBS OF CONSTRUCTION
AND DESTRUCTION/CESSATION, LOCATION AND OBJECTS OF WORSHIP
As the examination of the broader textual evidence continues, we now turn to those items
which, based on the exegesis of 2 Kgs 23:5–20, appear to have a more secondary function in
relation to בָּמוֹת. Two elements in particular will be dealt with. First, as we noticed from our
previous inquiry,  בָּמוֹתvaried greatly as to their location. We observe from 2 Kgs 23 that בָּמוֹת
were placed within cities, specifically gate complexes of cities, in the surrounding vicinities of
cities and in mountainous regions. This led to the conclusion that location was not an essential
facet of בָּמוֹת. In this chapter, then, we will seek to verify this observation.
One facet, though, that will draw greater scrutiny involves the work of B. Barrick,
particularly his assertion that  בָּמוֹתwere primarily urban sanctuaries. Conversely, in so describing
בָּמוֹת, he as well rejects what he refers to as the traditional view, which posits that  בָּמוֹתwere rural
hill-top shrines.1 There are two pieces of textual evidence which play a significant role in
Barrick’s examination. The first concerns his treatment of 1 Sam 9:1–10:16. As will be more
fully elucidated later, Barrick seems to place a great deal of stress upon these two chapters in his
assertion that  בָּמוֹתwere primarily located in urban areas. Contrariwise, for Barrick to discount
the traditional view, he has to refute any association of  בָּמוֹתwith the phrase עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים ה ָָרמִים ְועַל־
 ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןor its variants.2 Hence, the following analysis will also scrutinize the

1

“The texts which stipulates the location of these bamah installations indicate that they were not rural or rustic
hill-top shrines as commonly imagined, but essentially urban sanctuaries” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old
Testament,” 377.
2

The phrase, as written here, comes from Deut 12:2. As will be more fully explained later, the phrase appears
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relation of this phrase to בָּמוֹת, in order to ascertain the correctness of Barrick’s assertion.
The second element which will be dealt with concerns the objects of worship at  בָּמוֹתsites.
Again, on the basis of the above exegesis of 2 Kgs 23, we asserted that  בָּמוֹתserved both
Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic cults. This led to the further observation that objects of worship
were also a secondary rather than essential facet of בָּמוֹת. So, again, this contention will be tested
via the broader textual evidence.
One other item will also be examined at this point in our study. As we noticed from 2 Kgs
23, certain verbs of construction and destruction/cessation were used with regard to בָּמוֹת. While
it was stipulated that such verbs did indicate something about the essence of  בָּמוֹspecifically ,ת
that they were in some way man-made, it was further asserted that such really did not provide
any more particulars. Again, we will inquire as to the whether the broader textual evidence
affirms this conclusions drawn from 2 Kgs 23. We will begin our discussion with this last point.

Verbs of Construction and Destruction/Cessation
Verbs of Construction
As we discovered from our examination of 2 Kgs 23, the two verbs utilized to describe the
construction of  בָּמוֹתwere  ָבּנָהand  ָעשָׂה. Also, we observed that both of these verbs seem to denote
a general nuance of “to make,” or “to build.” These observations appear to be affirmed by the
broader textual evidence. Not only are both terms employed with  בָּמוֹתthroughout the OT, they
are evenly divided.3 We find  ָבּנָהused with regard to Solomon’s construction of  בָּמוֹתwhich

in 15 others passages, but not in the exact same manner. In five of these passages, the phrase appears with the
mention of בָּמוֹת, with Ezek 20:29–30 specifically linking  בָּמוֹתto the phrase. Note, rather than always typing out the
Hebrew, “the phrase” will often be employed to denote such.
3

 ָבנָהappears approximately 8 times, with שׂה
ָ  ָעused approximately 6.
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wereשׁלָם
ָ  ָבּהָר ֲאשֶׁר עַל־ ְפּנֵי י ְרוּ,4 the construction of such by the people of Judah5 as well as
Manasseh’s בָּמוֹת.6 It is the exclusive term used in the Jeremiah corpus.7 Interestingly, it seems
only to be used with regard to the northern Kingdom’s construction of  בָּמוֹתin 2 Kgs 17:9.
The more frequently used term for the northern Kingdom is  ָעשָׂה. Note this very
phenomenon is also true for 2 Kgs 23. When referring to Solomon’s work,  ָבּנָהis used. When
speaking of Jeroboam’s activities,  ָעשָׂהis employed, which reflects the original account of such
in 1 Kgs 12:31–32 (where  ָעשָׂהis used twice). Yet, before drawing too much of a conclusion
from this, it is also used to describe the construction of  בָּמוֹתin the southern Kingdom.8
From this, then, it would seem that nothing of particular significance is added by this
broader analysis of these two terms, which has not already been discerned from 2 Kgs 23. Still,
what has been stated concerning such, that they were, in some way, man-made is affirmed by the
broader usage of these terms. This, though, fits well with the definition proposed above for בָּמוֹת.
As stipulated, one essential item by which  בָּמוֹתwere identified were their cultic apparatus. Thus,
“to build,” or “to make” a  ָבּמָהcould refer to the construction and erection of these cultic
apparatus at the designated site. Note the verbs  ָעשָׂהand  ָבּנָהare also used with respect to ִמזְבְחוֹת
and  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים, being the two most frequent terms to describe the production of  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, while  ָעשָׂהis
the most used for  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים.9 Hence, rather than necessarily indicating that  בָּמוֹתwere architecturally

4

1 Kgs 11:7, which is the correlative account to 2 Kgs 23:13.

5

1 Kgs 14:23

6

2 Kgs 21:3; 2 Chr 33:2, 19.

7

Jer 7:31, 19:5 and 32:35.

8

2 Chr 21:11, 28:25 and Ezek 16:16.

9

For שׂה
ָ  ָעand  ִמזְבְּחוֹת: Gen 13:4, 35:1,3; Exod 20:24, 27:1, 30:1, 37:25, 36:1,7; Deut 18:21; Josh 22:28; 1 Kgs
7:48; 12:32; 18:26; 2 Kgs 16:11, 23:12; Ezek 43:18; 2 Chr 1:5; 4:1, 19, 7:7 and 28:24. For  ָבּנָהand  ִמזְבְּחוֹת: Gen 8:20,
12:7, 13:18, 22:9, 26:25, 35:7; Exod 17:15, 20:25, 24:4, 32:5; Num 23:1, 14, 24; Deut 27:25; Josh 8:30, 22:10, 16,
19, 23, 26, 29; Judg 6:24, 26, 21:4; 1 Sam 7:17, 14:35; 2 Sam 24:21, 25; 1 Kgs 9:25, 16:32, 18:32; 2 Kgs 16:11,
21:4; Ezek 3:2; 1 Chr 21:22, 26; 2 Chr 8:12, 33:4 and 15. For שׂה
ָ  ָעand :שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא1 Kgs 14:15, 1:13, 16:33; 2 Kgs 17:16,
21:3, 7 and 2 Chr 33:3.  ָבּנָהis only used once with שׁ ִרים
ֵ ( ֲא1 Kgs 14:23). (נָצָב2 Kgs 17:10) and )  ָע ַמד2Chron. 33:19)
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sophisticated structures, the use of these verbs could simply point to the cultic apparatus
associated with בָּמוֹת.
Verbs of Destruction/Cessation
Dissimilar to the verbs of construction, which appear to be the only such used with regard
to בָּמוֹת, the broader textual evidence demonstrates the utilization of other verbs to denote activity
taken against בָּמוֹת. Additionally, of the four verbs used in 2 Kgs 23,10 only  סוּרand  נָתַ ץare used
elsewhere.  נָתַ ץis used in 2 Chr 31:1 and 33:13. In 31:1, as also in 23:15, we find it again
employed with the doubt accusative,  בָּמוֹתand  ִמזְבְּחוֹת. Yet, in 33:12, it is only used with regard to
בָּמוֹת.
By far, the verb utilized the most to designate action taken against  בָּמוֹתis סוּר. As noted
above, it is the verb routinely employed in the evaluative formula used in Kings, as well as twice
in the Chronicler’s account,11 which seem to parallel the King’s formula. As noted above, when it
comes to the evaluative formula, the verb is found in the qal stem and only with reference to בָּמוֹת
. When other cultic objects are also referenced with the mention of בָּמוֹת, it is found in the hiphil
stem.12 Additionally, the evaluative formula employs the clause עוֹד ָהעָם ְמזַ ְבּהִים ְוּ ְמ ַקטּ ְִרים ַבּבָּמוֹת.
With respect to the passages where  סוּרin the hiphil is employed, in all but two of these
passages, we find  סוּרused with a double object, with  בַּמוֹתbeing one. Three times it is used with

also only appear to be used once. Note, with  ַמצֵּבוֹת, the verbs appear very infrequent.  ָבּנָהonly appears twice, but in
both instances, other items are also mentioned (Exod 24:14; 1 Kgs 14:23); שׂה
ָ  ָעonly appears once (2 Kgs 3:2). Yet, it
should be noticed that the actual construction of  ַמצֵּבוֹתis infrequently referenced, with  נָצַבbeing the most frequently
used verb to describe such, but only occurring three times (Gen 35:14, 20; 2 Kgs 17:10).
10

סוּר, נָתָ ץ, שׂ ַרף
ָ , and  ָט ֵמא.

11

2 Chr 15:17 and 20:33. The two means by which the passages from Chronicles appear to be aligned with the
evaluative formula is the use of  סוּרin the qal stem and the lone mention of בָּמוֹת.
12

See, for instance, 2 Kgs 18:4, 22 (Isa 36:7), 23:19, 2 Chr 14:2, 4, 15:17, 17:6, 32:12. Note, with regard to the
2 Kgs 23:19 passage, while it is only  בָּמוֹתthat are referenced, they are referred to as בָּתֵ י ַהבָּמוֹת.
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; ִמזְבְּחוֹת13 once with ; ֲאשׁ ִֵרים14 and once with  ַח ָמּנִים.15 Hence, as noted above, the use of  סוּרin the
hiphil, as opposed to the qal, perhaps deals more concretely with the cessation of בָּמוֹת,
specifically via the removal of the object it is coordinated with. Considering the summarizing
force conveyed by the evaluative formula, the qal stem could indicate the more abstract idea of
cessation, without any specific suggestion as to how they were removed.
Not only do we not have any further reference to  שׂ ַָרףand  ָטמֵאwith regard to בָּמוֹת, we also
have three additional verbs that convey the notion of destruction. Yet, they appear even more
generic than the verbs utilized in 2 Kgs 23. Two are synonyms: ( אָבַדpiel stem)16 and שׁמַד
ָ (hiph.
and niph. stem).17 Both have the sense of “to destroy” ( )אָבַדor “to annihilate” (שׁמַד
ָ ).18 Further, in
two instances,19 the verb שׁמֵם
ָ is utilized. It conveys the notion of “to be uninhabited,20 which
would seem to more picture the  בַּמוֹתas no longer functioning rather than as being destroyed.21

13

2 Kgs 18:22, 2 Chr 14:2 and 32:12. This would further strengthen the above argument that in 2 Kgs 18:4,
where we find  סוּרin the hiphil only used with בָּמוֹת, the notion of  ִמזְבְּחוֹתis inherently inferred by the reference to
בָּמוֹת.
14

2 Chr 17:6.

15

2 Chr 14:4. This would further strengthen the connection of  ַח ָמּנִיםwith  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, seeing that not only do we
have the mention of the same verb in v. 2 with reference to  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, but also that ְ  בְּחוֹת ִמזserve in two other passages as
the direct object of סוּר, along with בָּמוֹת.
16

2 Kgs 21:3 Ezek 6:3.

17

Lev 26:30; Num 33:52, where it appears in the Hiph. stem. It appears in the niphal stem in Hos 10:8.

18

For אָבַד, see BDB,  אָבַדs.v., 1 and HALOT,  אבדs.v., 3; for שׁ ַמד
ָ , see BDB, שׁ ַמד
ָ and HALOT, שׁמד.

19

Amos 7:9 (Niph.) and Ezek 6:6 (Qal). In the niphil, the verb appears to convey an intransitive sense.
Additionally, it has a wide variety of subjects including: roads (דְ ָרכִים, Lev 26:32), highways ( ְמ ִסלָּה, Isa 33:8), land
(with both  ֶא ֶרץ, Jer 12:11, Ezek 32:15, and ) ֲאדָ ָמה, Ezek 25:3, altars ( ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, Ezek 6:4), people (specifically the
Egyptians, Ezek 30:7). This intransitive sense appears to have the same sort of range: again, it can refer to people
(Lam 1:16), but according to BDB, it is usually used with reference to land (see BDB, שׁ ֵמם
ָ s.v., 1). Both stems can
function as attributive participles.
20

See BDB, שׁ ֵמם
ָ (for the qal, s.v., 1 and for the niphal, s.v., 1) and HALOT, ( שׁמםfor the qal, s.v., 1; for the
niphal, s.v., 1).
21

Unless Amos 7:9 is echoing Lev 26:30–31, which would thus more likely indicate that  בָּמוֹתare uninhabited
due to destruction. Both passages speak of  בָּמוֹתand  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁand use the verb שׁ ַממ
ָ . Note, though, in Lev 26 the verb
שׁ ַמם
ָ is used with regard to  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁand not ( בָּמוֹתfor which it utilizes the aforementioned שׁ ַמד
ָ ). In Amos 7:9, the
destruction of the  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁis described with the verb ח ַָרב. Stewart, though he does not stipulate that Amos is echoing (at
least he does not use that terminology) Lev 26, he still connects these two passages via the similarity of the three
terms. He further stipulates that here a particular curse type is being referenced, which he labels as type 9a. This has
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Considering the broad range of items,22 which can serve as the subject or object for שׁמַם
ָ ,23 it
would affirm the supposition that here is a more generic term and hence provides no more
particulars about  בָּמוֹתthan what has already been specified.
Hence, it would seem that all three terms convey a very general notion of
destruction/cessation. Further, they appear more general than the verbs used in 2 Kgs 23, seeing
that the do not actually indicate how such action is carried out, but only that it did take place. In
this case, then, the value of 2 Kgs 23 is heightened for our understanding of  בָּמוֹתbecause of the
more precise terminology.
Conclusion
From this survey, it is apparent that what was summarized from 2 Kgs 23 regarding verbs
of construction and destruction/cessation is confirmed by the broader textual evidence.
Routinely,  ָבּנַהand  ָעשָׂהare employed to describe their construction. Regarding verbs of
destruction/cessation, we have found the verb  סוּרis more utilized than other verbs. Additionally,
we have found the use of three other verbs, שׁמַד
ָ ,  אָבַדand שׁמַם
ָ , but they appear to connote the
notion of destruction/cessation even more generally than those found in 2 Kgs 23. Hence, it
would seem that our observation, that the most such verbs afford us as to the essence of  בָּמוֹתis
that, in some way, they were or involved a man-made component, is confirmed by the broader
textual evidence.

to do with the destruction of sanctuaries (Stewart, Hosea–Jonah, 373–74). Nevertheless, if Amos 7:9 is echoing Lev
26:30–31, then this could indicate that two differing cultic sites are meant by the terms  ָבּ ָמהand  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁ. This will be
taken up later, when discussing the link between these two terms.
22

See n. 19.

23

Seeing that it can occur in the niph. or hiph. stems.
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Location of בָּםוֹת
As we have seen from our study of 2 Kgs 23, location was an incidental rather than an
essential feature of בָּמוֹת. The evidence from 2 Kgs 23 suggests that  בָּמוֹתwere located in a variety
of places. They could be found in urban areas, such as gate complexes, as well as “rural” areas,
including mountainous regions. Hence, there appears to have been no requirement when it came
to their placement. The following will thus survey to see if this aspect of  בָּמוֹתsites corresponds
with the broader evidence.
In doing so, we will need to attend to two controversial aspects regarding location. One
aspect deals with Barrick’s contention that  בָּמוֹתwere predominantly urban installations. One
piece of text that he utilizes to draw this conclusion is 1 Sam 9:1–10:16. Respecting the
description of  בָּמוֹתfound there, Barrick states: “Nowhere in the biblical record are we given a
more detailed picture of the bamah phenomenon than in this pericope. Its importance is
underscored by the fact that the phenomenon is presented in a completely neutral light, without
the hostility typical of the references in 1–2 Kings.”24 Hence, from this passage, he (amongst
other things) argues for an urban location for בָּמוֹת. While not the only evidence he adduces,25 yet
it does seem to be highly important to his contention for an urban setting. The following will thus
include a review of his interpretation of this passage as well as offer a counter argument. It will
be suggested that, rather than presenting an urban setting for the  ָבּמָה, it actually presents a rural,
or as it will sometimes be designation, an exurban location.26 Further, it will be observed that the
24

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 283.

25

He also points to the references to  בָּמוֹתlocated  ְבּע ִָריםof both the southern and northern Kingdoms. More on
this shortly.
26

One is somewhat reluctant to use such a term, seeing that it could be understood in a variety of way. Further,
it is not clear at all what an ancient Israelite would have regarded as “rural.” For this presentation, “rural” will
convey the notion of exterior to the city walls. This is the term Zevit uses with regard to  בָּמוֹתassociated with the
phrase ( ה ָָר ִמים עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים עַל־ ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןZiony Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of
Parallatic Approaches [London: Continuum, 2001], 461; and see below on the discussion of this phrase).
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passage also indicates that the  בָּמוֹתreferenced in both chapters are located on elevated ground.27
This will lead to another discussion regarding location, where, again, a critique of Barrick’s
position will be necessary. Barrick contends, as observed above, that  בָּמוֹתhad no preference for
elevated areas.28 The identification of  בָּמוֹתwith elevated spots, particularly with hills, he regards
as part of the “traditional” definition for  ָבּמָה, which he further contends the exegetical evidence
refutes. Yet, to get at this, he has to disassociate any relation between  בָּמוֹתand the phrase עַל־
 ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן ֶהה ִָרים ה ָָרמִים ְועַל־ ַה. Contrarily, the following analysis will seek to challenge
such a disassociation. It will, rather, confirm that  בָּמוֹתare related to the phrase. In so doing,
along with evidence from 2 Kgs 23 and 1 Sam 9, this connection between  בָּמוֹתand the phrase
will provide a basis for asserting that  בָּמוֹתplacement did seem to show some preference for
elevated sites.
1 Sam 9:1–10:16
The  ָבּמָהof 1 Sam 9
In dealing with this passage, especially as it relates to the description of the  ָבּמָהfound
therein, Barrick observes the possible presence of an inconsistency involving the referenced to
בָּמוֹת. This inconsistency involves the presentation of the movements of Saul (and his servant)
and Samuel as expressed in vv. 13–14 in relation to vv. 12 and 18. Barrick contends that the
description of Saul’s entry into the city (ְו ִהנֵּה שְׁמוּאֵל יֹצֵא ִלק ְָראתָ ם ק ַויַּעֲלוּ ָהעִיר ֶהמָּה ָבּאִים בְּתוֹ' ָהעִיר
) ַלעֲלוֹת ַה ָבּמָה29 conflicts with the description found in v. 18, specifically the notice וְיּגַּשׁ שָׁאוּל אֶת־

27

Note, the following argument will actually contend that only with the first  ָבּ ָמהfound in chapter nine, is it
clear that this  ָבּ ָמהwas located exterior to the city walls; yet both  בָּמוֹתare presented as located on elevated ground.
28

See Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 10–11.

29

V. 14.
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!שְׁמוּאֵל בְּתוֹ.30 Barrick argues that, while v. 14 presents Saul as already in the city, vs. 18 indicates
that he is only in the city gate. Rejecting any attempt at harmonization, Barrick instead attempts
to explain this supposed inconsistency by opting for a two-tiered composite account.31 That is,
the present story is the result of the interweaving of two different accounts. The first, perhaps
original layer, may have dealt with Saul meeting an anonymous seer who aids him in the
discovery of his animals. In this version of the story, this seer, who, it would seem, is later
revised in the amalgamation of these two accounts as Samuel, 32 would seem to resides in the city
(per v. 6) and Saul meets him, the seer, within the city after he has departed his home to go to the
( ָבּמָהas recounted in vv. 13–14).33 In this account, according to Barrick, the  ָבּמָהis located within
the city, due to the prepositional phrase  בְּתוֹ' ָהעִירin v. 14. 34 As will shortly be expounded, in
order to support this idea, it appears that Barrick must conted that the prepositional phrase !בְּתוֹ
 ָהעִירhas a very precise locative meaning.
Vv. 12 and 18 are thus assigned to the second version.35 As these verses would indicate, the
movement of these two men differs from the original account in that, rather than already located
in the city, Samuel is headed toward the city, some distance in front of Saul. Saul, though,
catches up to Samuel, as he enters into the city; hence the meeting takes place in the city gates
rather than within the city proper.36 Here again, seeing that both men are entering into the city,
30

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 97–98.

31

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 99.

32

This would seem to be the explanation for Barrick speaking of “Samuel” in this version, although he seems
to be relying upon an earlier proposed theory of L Schmidt and J. Miller, who rather refer to an anynomous seer
(Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 96).
33

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 99, 288; W. Boyd Barrick, “What Do We Really Know
About “High-Places”?” SEÅ 45 (1980): 55.
34

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 99, 286.

35

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 99, 288; W. Boyd Barrick, “What Do We Really Know
About “High-Places”?” SEÅ 45 (1980): 55.
36

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 289.
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this would indicate that the  ָבּמָהis located within the city. So, as Barrick stipulates, “In both
accounts the subsequent activity at the bamah would have taken place inside the city-wall…”37
There are two facets of his explanation that seem to be crucial for his understanding of this
account involving two composite layers. First, as has been noted, involves the prepositional
phrase !בְּתוֹ. Barrick observes that, “the BW’ + B + tôk leaves no doubt that the destination hā`îr
was actually “entered…”38 He further stipulates that this meeting “took place ‘in the midst of the
city,’ presumably some distance from the gate.”39 Hence, it seems, for Barrick, ! בְּתוֹconveys a
certain level of specificity with respect to location regarding his first version of the narrative.40
We will deal with this factor shortly.
Secondly, he also focuses on the verb יָצַא, as related to the action of Samuel, rejecting the
notion that the verb could mean anticipated rather than actual action.41 On this account, then, he
stipulates: “The most probable interpretation of Samuel’s movement in vs. 14, therefore, is that
he had “come our [from wherever he had been staying in the city] and is walking up to the
bamah.”42 Still, on this last point, Barrick’s analysis seems to suffer a serious deficiency as

37

Barrick, “What Do We Really Know About “High-Places”?”55.

38

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 98 n. 1.

39

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 286.

40

There are some commentators who press for an emendation of the text to read שׁע ִָרים
ְ for עִיר, in an attempt to
harmonize this verse with v.18 (see, e.g., P. Kyle McCarter, Jr., I Samuel: A Translation with Introduction, Notes
and Commentary, AB 8 [Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980], 169; Peter R. Ackroyd, The First Book of Samuel,
CBC [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1971], 77; while not translating it so, Klein notes that this is
frequently done; Klein, I Samuel, 82). Smith, while not accepting the need for an emendation, yet explains: “The
received text makes no difficulty, as the village was probably small and compact and the two men would soon reach
the centre of it” (Henry Preserved Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Samuel, ICC
[Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1899], 64). Such explanation, though, appear to be influenced by the notion that !בְּתוֹ
conveys a precise location with regard to the רעִי. The following analysis will demonstrate that such appears not to be
the case when ! בְּתוֹis used with verbs of motion.
41

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 286–87.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 287. To affirm this, he utilizes the employment of the
same verb in vv. 11 and 26b. 26b, though, is not conjugated as a participle, hence would not serve as a right
comparison to the use of the verb here. In v. 11, with respect to the action of the young girls, the verb is conjugated
as a participle and, hence, would be comparable. Yet, as will be explained, the notion of aspect would still be that of
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related to the aspectual force conveyed by the conjugation of these verbs.
The kind of action indicated by the verb is not principally communicated by the verb itself,
but, rather more so via its conjugation.  יָצַאin v. 14 is conjugated as a participle. Rather than
completed action, the use of the participle would indicate durative or, better put here, action in
process.43 Hence, the notion would be that Samuel was in the process of going out, rather than
that he already had gone out. Hence, though Barrick is correct to see the verbal action as actual
rather than anticipated, the point that his analysis misses is that the action is in the process of
being completed rather than having been completed.
Additionally, the preceding verb, which describes the action of Saul, בּוֹא, is also conjugated
as a participle.44 Not only, then, would this indicate that the action is incomplete, hence in
process, but also, when two participles are thus conjoined, this would likely indicate a temporal
or circumstantial clause, in which case the action is represented as concomitant. 45 So, then, the
actual translation would read something to the effect, “as they were entering into the city,
Samuel was going out…”
Two important conclusions follow from the grammar. First, seeing that that the action is

action in process, with their actual location being at any point along the spectrum of their “going out.” Presumably
the ending point of their journey, seeing that the participle is further modified by the inf. construct שׁא ֹב ָמי ִם
ְ  ִל, which
would seem to indicate purpose, would be wherever they would get such water. Thus, the participle (which may here
may be understood as an attributive adjectival use of the participle) would indicate that the girls were in the process
of their journey to such a place, but had not yet reached it. Thus, where they are at regarding their journey would
have to be decided by contextual features, not by the use of this particular verb.
43

As IBHS explains: “More often, the participle describes an ongoing state of affairs, involving repeated or
continuous action” (IBHS, 37.6c; see also J&M, §121f).
44

Smith also recognizes the importance of the participles in understanding the movement of the two
companies. He observes that the participles indicate the flow of event, which conveys the idea that they were just
entering the city gate when Samuel met them (Smith, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Books of
Samuel, 63–64).
45

Note that J&M utilize this very phrase to illustrate the temporal clause occurring simultaneously (see §166
c). Other would more likely stipulate this as a circumstantial clause (see IBHS, 37.6d and GBHS, 5.2.11). It would
seem the distinction lies with how a grammarian understands the difference between the two types of clauses. For
our purposes, what is important is to note that the action of both verbs is durative and simultaneous.
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presented as ongoing, rather than completed, the verbs do not provide us with indication of
where this meeting took place. All they stipulate is that as Saul was entering the city (presumably
anywhere in said process) Samuel was going out (again, presumably anywhere is said process)
toward a desired location. Additionally, though, because the circumstantial clause (or temporal
clause), which provides the locative notion (by the phrase  )וֹ' ָהעִירבְּתfor Saul’s action (the only
such locative factor in the verse), is connected to the action of Samuel and that the infinitive
following יָצַא, “( ִלק ְָראתָ םto meet them”),46 would indicate the result of the verbal action, the likely
place from which Samuel is departing is the city.
At least from the perspective of the aspectual force of the verbs, then, Barrick’s supposed
contradiction between vv. 14 and 18 are invalidated. Seeing that the verbs are so conjugated as to
indicated durative force, this would allow for the meeting to occur anywhere in the process of
completing the verbal action. In this case, v. 18 provides the actual place where the meeting
occurred: in the midst of the city gate. This would seem to be a perfectly reasonable place for
one in the process of entering the city while the other is in the process of leaving the city.
Perhaps the most challenging factor to this interpretation is whether the prepositional
phrase ! בְּתוֹdemands a particular location in regard to the city, seeing that ! בְּתוֹoften conveys the
sense of “in the very midst.”47 Yet, when it comes to verbs of motion, the nuance would seem to
vary. At places, it seems to connote the sense of “through,” especially when used with the verb

46

Concerning the two infinitives following יָצַא,  ִל ְק ָרתָ םand  ַלעֲלוֹת, the first would likely express result, while the
second expresses purpose. This would seem to be the case, with regard to  ִל ְק ָרתָ םdue to v. 17, which indicates that
Samuel did not know where he would meet Saul. The second inf. clause would be a result clause based on the
narrative’s stipulation that Saul was going to the  ָבּ ָמהto oversee the cultic ritual (see, e.g., v. 12).
47

BDB, !ֶתָּ ו, . Note that HALOT stipulates the sense of “into the middle of the town” for this very verse
(HALOT, !ֶתָ ו, s.v., C 2γ), but does so on the basis of the exegesis of H. Stoebe, who bases his work on the
assumption that this is a two-tiered composite story (see Hans Joachim Stoebe, Das erste Buch Samuelis [Güterslow:
Mohn, 1973], 195, 199–201, 202–3). Hence, the value of HALOT’s entry would seem to be dependent upon the
worth of the explanation for a composite rather than holistic account in 1 Sam 9
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 ָעבַר.48 It is used, on a few occasions, with the sense of “throughout,” as in covering the breadth of
an area.49 Hence, in these expressions, it does not seem to deal with a specific local, but actually
relates a more general nuance.
! בְּתוֹis frequently employed in descriptions of the Israelites traversing through the Red Sea.
In the etiological account found in Exodus, there are four closely placed descriptions of this
event (14:16, 22, 29 and 15:19), all of which utilize !בְּתוֹ. The first concerns the instructions that
Yahweh gives to Moses (14:16), followed by a description of the event itself (14:22). In both of
these cases, as with 1 Sam 9:13, the syntagm used is  בוֹאplus !בְּתוֹ.50
Oddly, in the two subsequent recounting of the event, 14:29 and 15:19, a different syntagm
is utilized; in both cases, it is !ַ ָהלplus !בְּתוֹ. In 14:29, it should be note that the wayiqtol chain has
been broken. This is likely done in order to express that, the action there described (the Israelites
passing through the sea), was antecedent to the action conveyed in the subsequent passage (the
destruction of the Egyptian army).51 Hence, the action would be portrayed as completed.
Something very similar occurs in 15:19. Whereas the account begins with כִּי, the next verb is
conjugated as a waw cconsecutive imperfect, and would thus suggest temporal consecution. Yet,
the final clause avoids the use of the waw consecutive imperfect, likely in order to express
anterior action.
Considering that, when completed action is clearly meant, !ַ ָהלplus ! בְּתוֹis employed, it
48

Num 33:8, Ezek 9:4, Ps 136:14 and Neh 9:11. It could be that Ezek 9:4 conveys the notion of “throughout,”
as ! בְּתוֹdoes on a few occasions with ( יָצָאsee below). The other three references describes Israel’s action with regard
to the Red Sea, and hence would seem to denote the sense of “through.”
49

We see this especially in Exod 11:4, where the description is given of the plague on the firstborn. The notion
there is that the plague fell on the whole of Egypt. Perhaps something of the same nuance is found in Esth 4:1,
which describes Mordecai’s reaction to the decree issued by King Ahasuerus. Rather than a specific place to which
he went, he rather went throughout the city.
50

In 14:16, we find the use of the jussive followed by a series of imperatives, which would thus indicate that
the clause is a result clause. The same syntagm is used in v. 22, but the verb is conjugated as a waw consecutive
imperfect, and serves as a narratival tense.
51

See J&M, §118d.
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could be that this particular syntagm expresses the notion that they “went through.”  בוֹאplus !בְּתוֹ
could thus express the notion of entrance into, perhaps even emphasizing the beginning
movement into the sea. This would thus explain the utilization of two different syntagms to
describe the same event. Whether this is the case or not, what seems evident is that neither
syntagm demands that ! בְּתוֹspecify a particular location in relation to the sea, but conveys the
more general notion of the area encompassed by the sea. This is especially important considering
the employment of  בּוֹאplus !בְּתוֹ.52
Another passage where we find the  בּוֹאplus ! בְּתוֹsyntagm is Exod 24:18. Here the object of
the preposition is the  ָענָן. Moses is described as entering into the cloud, as he traverses up Mt.
Sinai to meet Yahweh. It seems unlikely that a specific location was intended by the use of !בְּתוֹ.
Rather, it appears more probable to connote the notion of entrance into the area defined by the
term  ָענָן.
The only other place in Samuel where this syntagm is used is 1 Sam 11:11, in which is a
description is of the Israelite forces invading the camp of the Ammonites. Whereas, it is possible
that a precise location, as in the very middle of the camp, is conveyed with this expression, it
seems equally possible that the notion of “entrance into” is meant. Actually, it would seem more
likely that nothing more than entry into is signified, seeing it is difficult to imagine that an
invading forces would or even could first go into the very heart of the camp from which they
then conducted their warfare. In any case, ! בְּתוֹhere seems less about a precise location in the
 ַמ ֲחנֶהand, as with its other uses, more about movement with regard to a general area.
Hence, from this survey, it appears that ! בְּתוֹwith verbs of motion, including בּוֹא, does not
52

It could, as translated by the ESV for Exod 14:16 (though, strangely, not for v. 22; the NIV translates with
“went through” for both verses), mean “went through,” and thus not differ substantially from !ַ ָהלpluse !בְּתוֹ. A
passage which does seem to use  בּוֹאplus ! בְּתוֹto express the notion of “through,” thus, again, with less exactness
regarding location, is 2 Chr 23:20.
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serve to specify an exact location. With בּוֹא, it seems to convey the sense of “through,” and very
likely “into,” with the referenced location being a more general area than a precise location. So,
with regard to 1 Sam 9:14, it would seem that ! בְּתוֹwould denote the general area defined by the
term  עִירand not to a specific location of the עִיר. This could presumably include the gate
complex, in which case, again, such would harmonize with the subsequent notice in v. 18.53
Not only, though, does this answer the charge of discontinuity between the verses, the
above analysis also provides an indication of where this particular  ָבּמָהis located. Seeing that
Samuel is going out of the city when he meet Saul in order to attend the cultic meal at the ה ָבּ ָמ,
this then would indicate that the  ָבּמָהis located exterior to the city. Additionally, regarding
location, there are two other verbs utilized in this account which provide further information
about this  ָבּמָה. In vv. 13 and 19, the verb  ָעלָהis used to describe the movement to the  ָבּמָה. In v.
25,  י ַָרדis used to describe movement away from the  ָבּמָה. As Barrick himself stipulates in regards
to these verbs: “This survey also suggests that a bamah was so situated as to require the
worshipper to go up to it, and to come down from it.”54 Hence, the location given for the  ָבּמָהof 1
Sam 9 is that of a “rural” site located on elevated ground.

The  ָבּמָהof 1 Sam 10
The second mention of  בָּמוֹתin this account occurs in chapter ten. After Samuel instructs
Saul as to what he is to do after their meeting, he provides Saul with three signs,55 one of which

53

In the least, it seems hasty to draw too much of a conclusion from its use in 1 Sam 9:14, especially utilizing
it to advocate for disharmony between the verbal action described in v. 14 as compared to that described in v. 18.
This is especially so considering what has been observed regarding the use of the participles in v. 14.
54

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 85.

55

The first two deal with Saul meeting two men, who inform him of the finding of his donkeys and the
meeting of three men who provide him with loaves of bread (1–4).
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(the third sign) is described in v. 5.56 Samuel informs Saul that he will come to the town of ְגּ ְבעַת
הִים%ֱ ָהא, where a garrison of Philistines are stationed. Afterward, as Saul is entering this city, he
will encounter a company of prophets, who are coming down ( )י ַָרדfrom the  ָבּמָה.
Barrick understands v. 5 as indicating that this meeting between Saul and the prophets will
occur within the city of הִים עַת ִגּ ְב%ֱ ָהא, based on the syntagm of  בּוֹאplus the accusative employed
there. As discussed above, Barrick dedicates a significant portion of a chapter to the various
verbs used with regard to movement in relation to  בָּמוֹת. One verb, בּוֹא, when used with the
accusative alone, indicates entry into and not just approach to.57 So, on this basis, he holds that
this encounter occurs within the city.
Unlike 9:14, attention to the use of the participle ( )י ְֹרדִ יםin this verse does not aid in
understanding the location of the  ָבּמָה. Note the participle here would seem to be functioning
adjectivally. Hence, an adjectival use of the participle conveys neither time nor aspect. Yet,
though it does not indicate time in itself, Jouen and Muraoka do stipulate that when the time
element is past tense, the participle is always definite.58 Thus, the lack of the definite article here
would likely indicate that the action is concomitant with the main verb rather than antecedent to
it. Further, considering the nature of the verb itself, a verb of movement,59 as well as the
context,60 it would seem likely that it conveys durative action. Saul will meet the prophets who
are in the process of coming down from the  ָבּמָה. Yet, this in itself does not stipulate where the
56

Note that in the MT, there is no mention of any sign until v. 7. The LXX, though, has a longer reading for v.
1, which includes the following: και σὺ ἄρξεις ἐν λαῷ κυρίου, και σὺ σώσεις αὐτὸν ἐκ χειρὸς ἐχθρῶν αὐτοῦ
κυκλόθεν. Καὶ τοῦτό σοι τὸ σηµεῖον.
57

Though he does qualify this by further stipulating that place-names do have a more varied sense with regard
to this particular syntagm (see Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 297). Regarding his analysis of בּוֹא
plus accusative, see Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 46.
58

J&M, §121i.

59

It is difficult to explain such verbal action happening instantaneously.

60

Especially seeing that the verbal action conveyed by the participle appears to be contrasted with the
preceding finite verb  ָפגַע, much like the verbal action in 9:14.
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 ָבּמָהwas located. All that is does indicate is that the prophets were in the process of their journey,
not where they were at in their journey.
It could well be that the journey of the prophets was similar to that represented in 9:25.
There, we find the expression  ַויּ ְֵרוּ ֵמ ַה ָבּמָה ָהעִיר. Taking  ַהעִירas an adverbial accusative, expressing
termination,61 the ending point represented there would have been the city, presumably entrance
into the city. Hence, as there, the prophets may well have started the trek outside of the city, but
journey to or into the city would have been part of the process of “coming down” from the  ָבּמָה.
Still, it must be admitted that the use of the participle here could also confirm the notion that the
 ָבּמָהin question was located within the city walls. So, it would seem, v. 5 provides us with no
indication of where the  ָבּמָהwas actually located, only that Saul will meet the prophets as they
are coming down from it.
Yet, what might support Barrick’s contention that the  ָבּמָהwas located in the city is v. 13.
After Saul departs from Samuel, vv. 10–13 record his activities that follow, specifically the
fulfillment of the third sign. V. 10 indicates that Saul entered ( בּוֹאplus the accusative)  ַה ִגּ ְבעָתָ ה,62
where he did meet the prophets and had an ecstatic experience. After which, v. 13 indicates that
 ַויּ ָב ֹא ַה ָבּמָה. There is textual evidence that the MT is corrupt on this last point, though. The LXX
reads ἔρχεται εἰς τὸν βουνόν. Additionally, Barrick notes that in Josephus’s recounting of the
events, he indicates that  ַבּי ִתshould be the reading, a tendency observed among many modern
commentators.63

61

Recall that in our previous analysis, we demonstrated that this  ָבּ ָמהwas located exterior to the city. Hence,
the starting point of this journey would have been outside of the city walls.
62

It is presumed that the nouns utilized in v. 5 and 10 do refer to the  עִירmentioned in v. 5.

63

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 104. For those who do advocate for such, see for example,
McCarter, I Samuel, 172 and Klein, I Samuel, 83. Both authors indicate this proposed emendation actually dates
back to Wellhausen. While Ackroyd allows for the possibility of this, (Ackroyd, 1 Samuel, 81), he nevertheless
stipulates: “The text has ‘to the hill-shrine’, and there seems no good reason why this may not be correct” (Ackroyd,
1 Samuel, 86). Gordon indeed holds that it is correct, because of the aforementioned prophets as coming from there
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With regard to the last option, Barrick rejects emending  ָבּמָהto read  ַבּי ִתּbecause Gibeah is
never identified as Saul’s hometown.64 Further, Barrick, rejects any need for a correction of the
MT based on the LXX, because it is difficult to understand how ( ַהגִּבעָהwhich would be the
underlying Hebrew term for the LXX’s βουνόν) could have been corrupted by a copyist to read
 ָבּמָה.65 Rather, Barrick explains the corruption of the MT by the LXX as the LXX’s copyist
interpreting  ָבּמָהwith the word βουνὀν: “Bounos defined for him what habbāmâ meant, and when
he found this word in vs. 13 he translated it accordingly, on the basis of what he had inferred
from vss. 5 and 10.”66 Yet, Barrick’s explanation of the LXX’s use of τὸν βουνὸν for  ָבּמָהdoes
not seem to hold up under closer scrutiny.67

and further states “it is not hard to imagine some private act of devotion in the light of his recent experiences”
(Robert P. Gordon, I & II Samuel: A Commentary, LBT [Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1986], 119). Most
intriguing of all is Tsumura’s explanation. Rejecting the cultic purport for  ָבּ ָמהhere, he opts instead for the non-cultic
sense and interprets it as “hill” (David Toshio Tsumura, The First Book of Samuel, NICOT [Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2007], 293).
64

He additionally rejects the possibility that it was his uncle’s house, because it is “hard to believe that the
man’s domicile would be mentioned before even the existence of the man himself had been noted in the narrative”
(see Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 105). The reason for rejecting this emendation, though, seems
too facile. It does not follow, as Barrick contends, that such an explanation assumes that Gibeah was his hometown.
Nowhere in the text does it stipulate that, if this was a house rather than a  ָבּ ָמה, that such belonged to Saul. His
argument against its belonging to the uncle, which actually appears to be Josephus’s contention, also seems fairly
weak.
65

He rejects the explanation of this corruption as preceding from the MT copyist as set forth by Hertzburg,
who holds the reverse position; that it is the MT copyist who interprets  ַה ִגּ ְבעָהwith  ָבּ ָמהso as to indicate that ַה ִגּ ְבעָה
meant “the hill.” Barrick stipulates that Hertzburg’s explanation does not take into account the  בּוֹאplus accusative
syntagm nor does he explain the Targum’s utilization of bêt ʾasḥārûtā (“the banqueting-hall) which corresponds
with its translation of  ָבּ ָמהthroughout this account, in that such (in line with Josephus’s  ) ַבּי ִתּwould indicate an
architectural rather than topographical notion (chapters 9 and 10; Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,”
31–32; 107).
66

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 110.

67

The basis for Barrick’s explanation has to do with his contention that the MT and the LXX differed in their
understanding of the number of places being referred to in v. 5. To arrive at this conclusion, Barrick first asserts that
the meaning of  ָבּ ָמהas held by the LXX translator has to be deduced from it context because the translator has
repeatedly transliterated the word into Greek (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 108). He further
contends that it may be that, for the LXX translator, the word actually signified a place-name, which designated a
part of the city reserved for cultic practices (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 31, 108). He seems to
suggest the LXX’s rendering of the first part of 9:25, καὶ κατέβη ἐκ τῆς Βαµα ἐν τῇ πόλει, confirms such (Barrick,
“The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 108). Further, this also corresponds to the LXX’s understanding of the
relation between  ָבּ ָמהand  עִירin 10:5 (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 108). So, by this assertion,
Barrick is attempting to stipulate that the LXX has two different places in mind when it translates  ָבּ ָמהand עִיר, which
would correspond to the MT’s understanding of the two terms (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,”
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If the LXX is the corrupt version, then how does one explain it? It could very well be
because the translator noticed two inconsistencies in the text’s presentation. The first involves
the use of בּוא. Throughout chapter nine, when movement to and from the  ָבּמָהis indicated, ָעלָה
and  י ַָרדare employed, as also in 10:5 ()י ַָרד. Hence, when one encounters movement to the same
 ָבּמָהmentioned in v. 5, one would have expected  ָעלָהrather than בּוֹא. On the other hand,  בּוֹאhas
108–9). Yet, the correspondence between the two texts ends here.
As Barrick contends, whereas with the MT הִים% ִגּ ְבעַת ָה ֲאand  ַה ְגּעָתָ הrefer to the same place, the LXX regards
these two terms as indicating two different places, because the LXX translates הִים%“ ִגּ ְבעַת ָה ֲאas a reference to a
topographical landmark–“the hills of god”…(Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 109). Hence,
whereas the MT only views two places (the  ָבּ ָמהand the )עִיר, the LXX regards v. 5 as indicating three places (the
 ָבּ ָמה, the city and the hill). Hence, when the description of the meeting occurs in v. 10 at the  ַה ִגּ ְבעָתָ ה, without further
reference to the עִיר, the LXX, in contradiction to the MT which views  ַה ִגּ ְבעָתָ הas the name of the city, understands
the meeting as occurring on the hill of 5a, which was located near but not in the city, seeing that it translates this
verse with τὸν βουνόν (rather than Γαβαα). Barrick then stipulates that, since 5b indicates that Saul was to meet the
prophets as they came down from the  ָבּ ָמהinto the city, “his interpretation of haggiʿâ in vs. 10 implies that he had
equated the bama of vs. 5b with the bounos tou theou of vs. 5a,” hence his use of τὸν βουνὸν in v. 13 (Barrick, “The
Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 109).
There are two faulty presumptions with Barrick’s interpretation, though. First, even granted that τὸν βουνόν
is a topographical place-name, rather than a proper-name, his contention that it is regarded, by the LXX translator,
as locationally differentiated from the city does not hold up. Barrick seems to presume that the LXX translator
regards this “hill” as near to the city. Yet, even if the LXX understand הִים% ִגּ ְבעַת ֱאas distinct from but associated
with the city, it does not follow that it regarded the distinction as spatially different. Actually, the LXX seems to
parallel the MT very closely: καὶ µετὰ ταῦτα εἰσελεύσῃ εἰς τὸν βουνὸν τοῦ θεοῦ, οὗ ἐστιν ἐκεῖ τὸ ἀνάστηµα τῶν
ἀλλοφύλων, ἐκεῖ Νασιβ ὁ ἀλλόφυλος· καὶ ἔσται ὡς ἂν εἰσέλθητε ἐκεῖ εἰς τὴν πόλιν, καὶ ἀπαντήσεις χορῷ προφητῶν
καταβαινόντων ἐκ τῆς Βαµα, καὶ ἔµπροσθεν αὐτῶν νάβλα καὶ τύµπανον καὶ αὐλὸς καὶ κινύρα, καὶ αὐτοὶ
προφητεύοντες. Note the three uses of ἐκεῖ, two of which would correspond to the MT’s use of שׁם
ָ (the LXX does
add one additional ἐκεῖ to the MT’s שׁם
ָ , which parallels the additional clause found in the LXX. The other two uses,
though, parallel exactly the placement of the Hebrew adverb). Just as with the MT, the LXX seems to be utilizing
ἐκεῖ to specify τὸν βουνὸν. Hence, the final use of ἐκεῖ with the additional prepositional phrase εἰς τὴν πόλιν would
thus indicate that one place, rather than two, are being referenced. The more likely association, then, would be that
the city is located on the hill, rather than the hill being located separate from, but near to, the city. So, in vs. 10,
when the LXX again uses τὸν βουνὸν, even if Barrick is correct that such a reference is pointing back to τὸν βουνὸν
of 5a, it does not follow that the LXX understood this to be separate from the town mentioned in 5b. The reverse is
the case. Thus, if the LXX did regard the  ָבּ ָמה, though related to the city, but also as spatially distinct from it (as
located by but not actually in the city), and thus attempt to provide such an indication via the use of τὸν βουνὸν, τὸν
βουνὸν would likewise have to be considered as spatially distinct from the city. However, seeing that such is not the
case, the intent of the LXX could not be to interpret  ָבּ ָמהwith τὸν βουνὸν so as to provide this locative distinction.
The second faulty presumption has to do with the Greek participle. As already observed, the LXX’s rendering
of v. 5 is very close to that of the MT (perhaps one could even describe it as a wooden translation). Hence, with
regard to the use of the participle in v. 5 (καταβαινόντων), it seems correct to conclude that the LXX is merely
reflecting the underlying Hebrew text, rather than interpreting it. In this case, then, it would seem best to interpret
the participle as utilized in the LXX by its use in the MT. Thus, as argued above, the participle actually provides no
indication as to where the prophets are on their journey from the  ָבּ ָמהand hence where this meeting took place in
relation to the  ָבּ ָמה. Somewhere along their way from the  ָבּ ָמה, the two groups met. So, even if τὸν βουνὸν were
spatially distinct from the city, the participle would provide no indication of where the  ָבּ ָמהwas in relation to the τὸν
βουνὸν.
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been used in the narrative to describe Saul’s entrance into the city (twice in v. 5 and once in v.
10).68 Hence, the use of the verb here could likewise be taken to indicate entrance into the city (or
more specifically the τὸν βουνὸν, where the city was located).
The second inconsistency involves the encounter between Saul and his uncle (10:14–16).
How the narrative plays out in the MT, once Saul finishes prophesying, he enters the  ָבּמָה, where
he meets his uncle. This seems to be a strange setting for such a meeting. Yet, such an encounter
occurring after Saul has entered the city would make better sense.69
Not only could these two factors have influenced the decision of the LXX translator, they
should perhaps suggest to us that a corruption has occurred in the MT.70 Yet, rather than taking
the route of Josephus or the LXX, a simpler solution may be at hand. It could be that here we
have a case of metathesis, in which the  בּand the  הhave been transposed. Hence, the original
reading would have been “with them,” thus indicating that Saul went into the city with the
company of the prophets.
Whether this solution or the LXX’s or Josephus’s should be accepted over the MT or that
the MT stand as the correct reading, one should be cautious about drawing too much of a
conclusion from 10:13 concerning the location of this particular  ָבּמָה. In 1 Sam 9, where the
location is more securely ascertained, the picture is that of a  ה ָבּ ָמlocated externally to a city, on
elevated ground. Yet, even allowing for the correctness of the MT and that 10:13 does indicate
an urban setting, this corresponds with what was discovered from 2 Kgs 23, especially in view of
68

We agree with Barrick’s assessment that הִים ִגּ ְבעַת ָה% ֲאand  ַה ִגּ ְבעָתָ הare referring to the same place, and that
place is the  עִירmentioned in 10:5b.
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Contrary to Barrick’s association of the  ָבּ ָמהwith τὸν βουνὸν, this explanation actually builds on the
association of τὸν βουνὸν with the city. This would seem, though, to be in greater accord with how the text actually
aligns these different locations, as argued above.
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As Driver avers: “With  ַה ָבּ ָמהwe should have expected  ַויַּעֲלfor  ; ַויּ ָב ֹאthe conversation, vv. 14–16, is also more
likely to have taken place in a private house than on the Bamah” (S.R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text and the
Typography of the Books of Samuel: With an Introduction on Hebrew Paleography and the Ancient Versions and
Facsimilies of Inscription and Maps [Oxford: Clarendon, 1960], 83). Note, Driver opts for  ַבּי ִתhere.
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vv. 5 and 8–9. There, we find indication that  בָּמוֹתwere located within urban areas. Yet, 1 Sam
9:1–10:16 does indicate that both  בָּמוֹתwere located on elevated ground, whether rural or
otherwise.
ה ָָרמִים עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים עַל־ ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן
Having thus offered what seems to be a reasonable counter to Barrick’s interpretation of 1
Sam 9:1–10:16, we now turn to the second contested point. As already noted above, in order to
reject the “traditional” view that  בָּמוֹתwere not routinely found on elevated ground in rural areas,
Barrick must refute any textual association between  בָמוֹתand the phrase עַל־ ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן
ה ָָרמִים עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים. So, it is necessary to evaluate the accuracy of this assertion based upon the
textual evidence. There are two considerations that must be examined. First, is this phrase used
in relation with  ?בָּמוֹתSecond, does the phrase provide suggestion for location?

 בָּמוֹתand ה ָָרמִים עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים עַל־ ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן
Barrick does stipulate that the phrase  ה ָָרמִים עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים עַל־ ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןitself (as
found for instance in Heb. 4:13) indicates the existence of that hill-top sanctuaries and that such
were utilized by Israelites as well as Canaanites.71 Yet, he further avers: “It cannot be assumed,
however, that the references must be bamah-sanctuaries.”72 Thus, he proceeds to attempt to show
that the evidence adduced for such actually indicates the opposite.
Of the sixteen uncontested passages that contain the phrase, six of them do so in a context
that also mention בָּמוֹת.73 The passages in question are 1 Kgs 14:23, 2 Kgs 16:4, 17:10, 2 Chr
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 378.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 378–79.
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Deut 12:2; 1 Kgs 14:23; 2 Kgs 16:4, 17:10; Isa 30:25, 57:5,7; 65:7; Jer 2:20, 3:6, 13, 17:2; Ezek 6:13, 20:28,
34:6; Hos 4:13; 2 Chr 28:4. Holladay would also add Ezek 18:6, 11 15, 22:9 (Holladay, “’On Every High Hill and
Under Every Green Tree,’” 170–71).
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28:4,74 Jer 17:275 and Ezek 20:28–29. In the following analysis, we will break the above passages
down into two units. First, we will deal with the Kings material,76 after which the Ezekiel
passage will be treated.

Kings References
We have already covered these passages in our prior examination of the association
between  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwith בָּמוֹת. We especially focused on Emerton’s analysis of the Kings
references and their interrelationship. Barrick’s own analysis begins with 2 Kgs 16:4. He
emphasizes the  ְוconjunction found between the reference to  בָּמוֹתand the subsequent
employment of the phrase and concludes: “Unless the conjunction is suppressed, it is obvious
that we are dealing with two cultic loci: bamoth and hill-tops.”77 He then utilizes 2 Kgs 17:10 to
affirm this distinction, seeing that v. 9, according to Barrick, speaks of  בָּמוֹתas located in urban
settings as opposed to the hilltop sanctuaries of v. 10, wherein the phrase is found.78 He proffers
the ppossibility to explain 1 Kgs 14:23 as an abbreviated form of 2 Kgs 17, thus possibly
explaining away the apparent association of  בָּמוֹתwith  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים.79 Thus, for Barrick, while
 בָּמוֹתwere urban sanctuaries, these hill-top sanctuaries featured only  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים.80
Yet, as we have argued above, Emerton seems to provide a sound rejoinder to Barrick’s
treatment of these passages. With regard to the conjunction in 2 Kgs 16:4, he postulates that such
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Note this is the Chronicle’s parallel account of 2 Kgs 16:4.

75

The Jeremiah passage contains a text critical question and will be dealt with in chapter five, and so will not
be included here.
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Included here will be the Chronicles reference.
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could be read as “even” rather than “and.”81 As to 17:10, Barrick notes the use of the adverb שָׁם
and inquires as to why this cannot refer back to both locals indicated in vv. 9 and 10 (that is, the
cities of v. 9 and the hills of v. 10), rather to only v. 10, implicitly, indicating that such should be
the case.82 He then adduces 1 Kgs 14:23,83 which does explicitly link  בָּמוֹתwith עַל כָּל־ ִגּ ְבעָה גְבֹהָה
וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן, to confirm the correctness of his interpretations.84 Hence, when interrelatednesss
of these passages are taken into account, against Barrick, they do indicate that the phrase is
related to בָּמוֹת.85

Ezekiel Reference
Before examination of Ezek 20:28–29, it is important to observe that from our passage in 2
Kgs 23, as well as 1 Sam 9:1–10:16, we have already noted the tendency for  בָּמוֹתto be situated
upon elevated spots, with 2 Kgs 23:13 (and its predecessor text, 1 Kgs 11:7) specifically
81

Emerton, “The Biblical High Place,” 122.
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This verse seems to be the weak link in Barrick’s treatment.
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In her own examination of Emerton’s handling of 2 Kgs 17:10, Fried argues against the notion that the use of
the phrase in the verses indicates a rural setting for בָּמוֹת. Granting that the phrase should be associated with  בָּמוֹתand
that it does carry a locative sense, she nevertheless holds that these hills were located inside the cities. She, as
previously detailed above, asserts that the unique wording of the phrase affirms such. As she observes, that the,
“clichéé is altered when used in conjunction with bāmôt,” in that it lacks any mention of ה ִָרים. (Fried, “The High
Places (Bāmôt) and the Reforms of Hezekiah,” 441). Thus, she infers that the lack of mention of “mountains” would
affirm the urban setting of these hills, seeing that mountains were not located within cities and this would explain
their exclusion (Fried, “The High Places (Bāmôt) and the Reforms of Hezekiah,” 440–41). Yet, as will be argued
subsequently, 2 Kgs 17:9–10 seems to be making a contrast between two different locations, especially seeing that
in v. 9, not only do we have the mention of ע ִָרים, but also the merismus  ִמ ְמּגְדַּ ל גוֹצְ ִים עַד־עִיר ִמ ְבצָר. One is hard-pressed
to understand the need for the subsequent mention of  עַל כָּל־ ְגּ ְבעָה ג ְְב ֹהָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןin light of the previous
merismus, or, reversely, the need for the merismus in light of the subsequent phrase, if the same place is meant in
both verses and in both cases refer to בָּמוֹת, a point she seems to concede to Emerton. This is especially so, in light of
the fact that will presently be made that the phrase itself, especially with its own use of כָּל, also serves as a
merismus. Hence, it does seem best to take it as indicating a contrast in locations, with the most likely being urban
versus rural. As to the lack of mention of ה ִָרים, it could well be that the Israelites placing  בָּמוֹתon mountains was a
fairly rare activity, and it is simply this which explains the alteration of the phrase. Addtionally, as already treated
above, as our examination of 2 Kgs. 23:13 demonstrated,  בָּמוֹתwere located in mountaneous regions and hence
would would, in the least, challenge the notion that the alteration of the phrase was due to a diassociation between
 בָּמוֹתand ה ִָרים, as to location. Further, seeing that 23:15, as well as 23:5, would seem to indicate a rural setting for
בָּמוֹת, this would provide independent support for Emerton’s contention of a countryside setting for 2 Kgs. 17:9–11.
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associating  בָּמוֹתwith הַר. Ezek 6:3 likewise speaks of  בָּמוֹתas being located on mountains ()ה ִָרים
and hills () ְגּבָעוֹת, as well as in ravines ( ) ֲאפִיקִיםand valleys ()גֵאוֹת. Whereas, Barrick is right that
such a phrase likely implies the ubiquity of בָּמוֹת,86 it does not thus follow that such does not
indicate location. It would seem that that the ubiquitous notion flows from the locative sense. 87
That is, these places are mentioned not because they generically indicate the full scope of the
country, but the full range of places where  בָּמוֹתwere located.
So these passages which either speak of upward/downward movement to/from  בָּמוֹתor as
 ָבּמַוֹתbeing located on  ה ִָריםand  גְּבעוֹתcorrespond well with the association of the term  בָּמוֹתto the
phrase ַחַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןעַל כָּל־ ִגּ ְבעָה גְבֹהָה וְת. So, based upon this, then, as we turn to Ezek 20:28–9 and
find a clear example of the use of the term  בָּמוֹתwith the phrase עַל כָּל־ ִגּ ְבעָה גְבֹהָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן, it
is to be noted that this fits the general pattern. Here again, though, we find ourselves in
disagreement with Barrick.
That a form of the phrase is found in v. 28 is indicated by the use of the terms כָל־ ִגּ ְבעָה ָרמָה
86

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 378.
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If they were urban sanctuaries, it seems rather odd that the more familiar expression  ְבּע ִָריםeither with ( כָּלas,
for instance, in 2 Kgs 17:9 and 2 Chr 28:25) or in construct with a particular region (as, for instance, in 1 Kgs 13:32;
2 Kgs 23:5, 19) is not used. This is especially so in light of v. 6, where  ע ִָריםare mentioned alongside of בָּמוֹת. Yet,
Barrick seem to imply the reverse with regard to v. 6, in that he stipulates that this verse indicates an urban
connection for  בָּמוֹתas opposed to v. 3, which only indicates ubiquity (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old
Testament,” 378). Yet, granted that v. 6 does imply an urban setting for בָּמוֹת, this does not then require that v. 3 does
not. As seen throughout this examination,  בָּמוֹתare found in both rural and urban locations. Further, this sort of
interplay between cities and these other geographical locals is referenced twice more in Ezekiel (35:8–9 and 36:4,
6). If Barrick is correct, that אפִי ִקים,  ְגּבֵעוֹת,  ה ִָריםand  גֵאוֹתdo not carry any specific locative significance, but only
expresses ubiquity, then their use elsewhere should reflect this. On examination of these two passages, though, such
does not appear to be the case. In 36:4,  ע ִָריםoccurs alongside of אפִי ִקים,  ְגּבֵעוֹת,  ה ִָריםand  גֵאוֹתto express ubiquity. In
much the same way as is found in Ezek 6, the totality of the land is stressed, but with the addition of ע ִָרים, as well as
ח ֳָרבוֹת הַשּׁ ֹמ ְממוֹת, this would even more seem to indicate that totality is expressed via the locative notion. Otherwise,
why would there be need for such additions if אפִי ִקים,  ְגּבֵעוֹת,  ה ִָריםand  גֵאוֹתexpressed totality absent indication of
location? Rather, it would seem to be more correct to understand that these references are all different areas of the
land and via these different locals Ezekiel is able to express totality. In 35:8–9, the association of  ע ִָריםwith ,ֲאפִי ִקים
 ה ִָרים, ְגּבֵעוֹתand  גֵאוֹתdiffers from that of 36:4 In v. 8, the אפִי ִקים,  ְגּבֵעוֹת, ה ִָריםand  גֵאוֹתare the places where the  ֲח ָללִיםare
found, whereas the ע ִָרים, which appears to be a part of a different clause, will be uninhabited. Further, the reference
to אפִי ִקים,  ְגּבֵעוֹת,  יםה ִָרand  גֵאוֹתin v. 8 appears to be for rhetorical emphasis. While the totality of the land is part of
this emphasis, it also seems to involve the imagery of a land filled with  ֲח ָללִיםin order to convey the terror of
impending judgment. For such an image to carry such force would thus require the locative force for these various
locals. Hence, the locative force for אפִי ִקים,  ְגּבֵעוֹת,  ה ִָריםand  גֵאוֹתin both passages is retained. In the least, this would
speak against understanding אפִי ִקים,  ְגּבֵעוֹת,  ה ִָריםand  גֵאוֹתas expressing totality apart from any indication of location.
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and כָל־עֵץ עָב ֹת. V. 29, then, provides the link between the phrase and בָּמוֹת, in which it seeks to
provide a supposed etymology for the word  ָבּמָה, by what appears to be some sort of word play as
conveyed by the following: שׁמָהּ ָבּמָה עַד הַיּוֹם ַהזֶּה
ְ מָה ַה ָבּמָה ֲאשֶׁר־אַתֶּ ם ַה ָבּאִים שָׁם ַויִּקּ ֵָרא. Thus, it would
seem clear that Ezek 20:28–9 does clearly identify  בָּמוֹתwith the phrase, a point that Barrick
agrees with: “There can be no question that the author of vs. 29 understood the “cultic” BMH to
signify a hill-top cult place.”88
Yet, Barrick takes issue with the author’s historical reliability because most commentators
regard v. 29 as a later insertion and also due to his overall understanding of the evidence found
elsewhere as it relates to בָּמוֹת. Hence, he contends that, by this time, the meaning of the word
“was no longer self-evident.”89 Rather, he understands the effort here as a “midrashic
explanation,” arising from the “popular polemic against hill-top worship.”90 Barrick thus rejects
the possible historical worth of the proposed etymology as well as the association of  בָּמוֹתwith
these hill-top shrines.
Regarding the proposed etymology, that the explanation provided in v. 29 as to the origin
of the word should be viewed as more prophetic rhetoric than an actual historical explanation is
likely correct. Actually, there may be no etymological element to the statement at all. Rather, as
Keil explains, the question is a “rhetorical mode of presenting the condemnation by God of the
worship of the high place, to which both the law and the earlier prophets had given utterance.”91
It is more likely a pun on the word  בּוֹאand/or מָה.92 As such, it need not be understood as
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20–48, WBC 29, (Dallas, TX: Word, 1990), 4, 13; Steven Tuell, Ezekiel, NIBC, (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
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indicating any sort of historical development of the word.93 Even if this is not so much a play on
words as it an “midrashic explanation,” with purportedly little historical worth in the view of the
author, this in itself would not indicate that the author was unaware of the true nature of  בָּמוֹתor
that they were not located on hills. It would simply indicate that he no longer knew how they had
received their name, a problem which persists until this day.
So, the real nub of Barrick’s case against Ezek 20;28–9 rests, in part, with his assertion that
Ezekiel’s portrayal of  בָּמוֹתas being located on hill-top sites is not possible because it conflicts
with the overall evidence for such.94 Yet, as the previous analysis has demonstrated, quite the
reverse is the case. Ezekiel’s description of  ָבּמָהvia the use of the phrase corresponds well with
the broader evidence. Hence, with Ezekiel, we have a much more direct equation of ֹ  בָּמותwith
עָה גְבֹהָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןעַל כָּל־ ִגּ ְבע.

 ֲענָןעַל כָּל־ ִגּ ְבעָה גְבֹהָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַרas Indication of Location
Based on the above exegesis of Kings and Ezekiel, then, it would seem that the phrase עַל
 כָּל־ ִגּ ְבעָה גְבֹהָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןis connected to בָּמוֹת. Yet, it is not an impending conclusion that such
then provides further evidence for the location of בָּמוֹת. Gleis specifically argues against this.
2009), 133; Daniel I. Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1–24, NICOT, (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1997),
644–45, Walter Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, trans. by Robert E. Clements, (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969), 412;
Moshe Greenberg, Ezekiel 1–20: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, ABC 22, (New York:
Doubleday, 1983), 370. Eichrodt refers to this as an “etymological joke,” and it appears, on this basis, excludes v. 29
from the text (Walther Eichrodt, Ezekiel, trans. Cosslett Quin: OTL [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1970], 261). Note,
one of the prominent reasons for understanding this as a pun is the unusual construction of  בּוֹאhere with the article
(Greenberg, Ezekiel 1–20, 370 and Allen, Ezekiel 20–40, 4).
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Gleis considers the phrase to have originated from Deut 12:2.95 He further stipulates that
from the reference in Deuteronomy, it spread into two different directions. In one form, it is
used, generally, without any reference to בָּמוֹת.96 Hence, the other direction involves its
combination with בָּמוֹת.97 Yet, because the use of the phrase with  בָּמוֹתwould speak against an
urban location for such, “die Formel bezogen auf die bmwt nicht wörtlich zu verstehen ist.”98
While rejecting the notion that such could indicate a marismus,99 he instead opts for what may be
described as a theological utilization of the phrase.
On the basis of Ezek 20:28–9, he argues that the phrase indicated that any arbitrary place
could become a holy place “wenn das Volk ihn für geeignet halt.”100 The author of Ezekiel,
though, condemningly identifies such places as בָּמוֹת, hence indicating their offense against cultic
unity and purity.101 This, thus, corresponds to the signification of the phrase as used in Deut 12:2.
So, Gleis concludes: “Die Kombination von bmwt und Formel lokalisiert nicht die bmwt auf
Höhen und unter grünen Bäumen, sondernn betont ihre Illegitimität.”102 Hence, rather than
providing any indication of location, it is a theologically loaded phrase signifying that any cultic
site outside of Jerusalem was not consistent with Yahwism.
In all likelihood, the phrase, especially in its employment of כָּל, is used hyperbolically as a
merismus. Yet, similar to the argument put forward regarding Ezek 6:3, the means by which this
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The following can be found in Gleis, Die Bamah, 50–54.
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Isa 30:25, 57:5, 7, 65:7; Jer 2:20, 3:6, 13, 17:2; Ezek 6:13, 34:6 and Hos 4:13.
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It should be observed that, against Barrick, he too associates the phrase with בָּמוֹת.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 53.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 53.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 54.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 54.
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Gleis, Die Bamah, 54.
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generality is conveyed stems from the locative notion inherent to the expression.103 More
importantly, as to Gleis’s theological understanding of the phrase, it could be that the use of the
phrase was used, in part, to indicate offense due to the violation of the centralization command,
yet his beginning contention concerning the absence of any locative force with regard to the
utilization of the phrase with  בָּמוֹתbecause it speaks against an urban location for such is to be
rejected, for בָּמוֹת, as we have seen, were located externally to cities.104 Further, it seems that the
presentation of  וֹתבָּמwith respect to the use of the phrase, especially in Kings, is not just a
theological statement, but a descriptive one as well. Again, this comes out most forcefully in 2
Kgs 17:9–10. So, whereas a theological nuance may well be partly inherent in the phrase, it
would does not follow that it does not also indicate location.
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There are passages where the idea of ubiquity seems to be more strongly asserted, with the locational aspect
residing more in the background (see Jer 2:20, 3:6 and Ezek 34:6). Yet, in passages like Isa 57:5, 7, the reverse
seems to be the case. In 2 Kgs 16:4, considering that  בָּמוֹתare mentioned to indicate location, the phrase is likewise
employed.
2 Kgs 17:10 here stands out regarding the utilization of the phrase for indication of location. That the locative
notion is extant in v. 10 would seem to be demanded because of v. 9, where mention is clearly made to urban sites
and also to indicate the generality of בָּמוֹת, not only via the prepositional phrase  ְבּכָל־ע ֵָריהֶם, but even more so through
the merismus  ִמ ִמּגְדַּ ל צ ְִריםנוֹ עַד־עִיר ִמ ְבצָר. Jones stipulates that this phrase denotes “any kind of inhabited structure that
could conceivably be called a town” (Jones, 1 and 2 Kings, 2:549. See also its subsequent use in 2 Kgs 18:8, for the
territory of the Philistines). Since the ubiquitous notion for urban sites is conveyed via these expressions in v. 9, then
it would seem that v. 10 refers to rural sites, hence an emphasis upon location. Thus, 17:9–10 actually serves to
affirm what was previously stipulated about how merismus function with respect to place; the idea of totality flows
from the locative sense. It would also indicate that  עַל כָּל־ ִגּ ְבעָה גְבֹהָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןis used for rural sites.
So, it would seem that  עַל כָּל־ ִגּ ְבעָה גְבֹהָה וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןnot only serves as a merismus, it also conveys the notion
of location.  בָּמוֹתwere thus located on hill-tops, possibly with grooves, in rural settings. This conforms to Zevit’s
own description of the phrase: “Although there may be some exaggeration in the statement, the idiom indicates that
these were established at exurban location, outside of Judahite cites, villages and settlement”( Zevit, The Religions
of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallatic Approaches, 461).
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Regarding, at least a portion of Gleis’s argument for an exclusively urban setting for בָּםוֹת, he too utilizes 1
Sam 9:1–10:16, as we saw with Barrick. In like fashion, he additionally argues that the narrative involves two
layers, one interwoven into the other. Yet, unlike Barrick, Gleis allows that the original story, the “Grundschicht,”
possibly presents the location of the  ָבּ ָמהas external to the city. According to his analysis, whether such is the case or
not depends upon whether the “gate” mentioned in 9:18 is the city gate or another (Gleis, Die Bamah, 43). With
regard to the later redaction, he observes: “Die bmh ist zwar Heiligtum des Ortes, sie liegt nach dieser Version der
Erzählung innerhalb der Stadtmauern (vgl. V.14), wird aber in diesem Fall von Ortsfremden genutzt” (Gleis, Die
Bamah, 44). It should be noted that, similar to Barrick, he too buttresses his contention for an urban setting via broad
textual support (see pp. 34–49).
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Other Locations
בֶן־הִנּ ֹם גֵיא
Although the previous analysis suggests that the placement of  בָּמוֹתhad a preference for
elevated locations, one can only speak of a preference, but not exclusivity for such. This is so
because on three occasions, all found in the book of Jeremiah,  בָּמוֹתare associated with גֵיא בֶן־
הִנּ ֹם.105 Such would not only qualify the above observation about  בָּמוֹתpreferences, it would
further affirm the secondary nature of location to בָּמוֹת.

מוֹאָב
One last element with regard to location is the existence of such in Moab. Not only does
the Biblical record indicate that  בָּמוֹתwere located in Moab,106 we also have the only extraBiblical refernce to  בָּמוֹתfrom the Mesha stele.107 In line three of the stele, we find the following:
הבמת זאת לכמשׁ בקרחהואעשׂ.108 There appears to be no controversy that  במתis here a cognate for
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Jer 7:31, 19:5 and 32:35.
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Isa 15:2, 16:12 and Jer 48:35.
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The following analysis will only deal with the stele’s relation to location. In the subsequent chapter, more
will be examined as to its possible structural features, especially in view of Isaiah’s possible utilization of the terms
 ַבּי ִתand  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁto describe the Moabite בָּמוֹת.
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In line 27, there is also a reference to בת במת. According to Gleis, this is normally interpreted as a placename (Gleis, Die Bamah, 30). For those who hold to such, see for instance J. Andrew Deerman, “Historical
Reconstruction and the Mesha Inscription,” ed. Andrew Dearman, (Atlanta, GA: Scholars, 1989),185–86, who also
provides an analysis of possible locations for such (note he holds that the name is to be equated with the biblical ָבּעַל
 בָּמוֹתof Num 22:41 and Josh 13:17); K.A.D Smelik, “The Literary Structure of King Mesha’s Inscription,” JSOT 46
(1990), 28; Bruce Routledge, Moab in the Iron Age: Hegemony, Polity, Archaeology, (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2004, 136; note also the list provided by Gleis, Die Bamah, 30 n. 35. Barrick, though, postulates
the possibility that it did refer to an actual cultic site due to two factors: A) there is no known town with such a
name; B) the name corresponds to  בָּתֵ י בָּמוֹתin the OT (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 368–69).
Further, Gleis posits the possibility that it refers to a building, due to its similarity to of line 23, which does בת מלכ
refer to a facility. Yet, Gleis argues against such because of the literary placement of בת במת. Seeing that it occurs in
a list of place-names (lines 26–28) makes it more probable that it too indicates a place-name (Gleis, Die Bamah, 31).
For the same reason, then, Barrick’s position should also be rejected. Even should such have referenced a cultic site,
the line itself provides little detail as to its nature, other than that the verb  בנהis utilized to describe Mesha’s
construction of it.
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 ָבּמָה.109
As to the present discussion, the important factor regarding the clause is the prepositional
phrase בקרחה. There appears to be two prominent views as to what the word  קרחהsignifies. Some
understand the reference as pointing to the name of the city110 in which the stele was set up.111
Others argue that the name refers to the citadel located within the city.112 Whichever may be the
case, the important point for our present inquiry is that the location of the  במתis located within
the city.
This not only conforms well with the portrait of  בָּמוֹתin 2 Kgs 23:5, 8–9 for an urban  ָבּמָה,
but also the frequent expression  ְבּע ִָריםfound throughout the OT with reference to the placement
of בָּמוֹת.113 Still, considering certain factors, 114 which have come to light via our investigation, it
109

As Jackson explains it, “the Moabite fs ending is *at, rather than *āh. The feminine singular absolute is
found in Israelite, Phoenician, and Ammonite” (Keith P. Jackson, “The Language of the Mesha Inscription,” in
Studies in the Mesha Inscription and Moab, ed. Anrew Dearman [Atlanta, GA: Scholars, 1989], 104).
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This is presumed to be the same town where the stele was found (Dhiban)
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Eveline J. Van der Steen and Klaas A.D. Smelik, “King Mesha and the Tribe of Dibon,” JASOT 32 (2007):
145–46, 147. An important factor in their examination of  קרחהinvolves its relation with דיבנ, which is understood to
be Dibon, (also mentioned in the stele in line 21, 28) and is to be associated, in some way, with the town so-named
in the OT and from whence Dhiban, the modern name of the town, is presumed to be derived. So, the problem arises
as to how to relate  קרחהwith דיבנ. For their part, they argue that  קרחהis the name of the city, while דיבנ, in the
inscription, refers to the tribe that Mesha belonged to. This is part of their larger argument for understanding the
state of Moab as a tribal confederacy, with one such tribe being the Dibonites (the way in which Mesha actually
identifies himself, see line 1). Hence, from their perspective,  קרחהwas the name of this city at the time of the
inscription and was to be considered the capital of the Moabite Kingdom under Mesha (Steen and Smelik, “King
Mesha and the Tribe of Dibon,” 145–47). What complicates this picture, though, is the mention of Diban in the OT,
where it clearly refers to a town. Yet, as Steen and Smelik observes,  קרחהis never referenced in the OT; yet, the
name Kir Hareseth, as a prominent Moabite town, is mentioned in the OT (Isa 16:7, 11; Jer 48:31, 36), but not
mentioned in the inscription. Hence, they postulate that these two names are referring to the same place. Hence, the
OT knows two names, Dibon and Kir Hareseth, for the same town (Steen and Smelik, “King Mesha and the Tribe of
Dibon,” 147–49). In an earlier work, Smelik postulated the possibility that Kir Hareseth was actually a pun used by
the Israelite with regard to ( קרחהKlaas A.D. Smelik, Coverting the Past: Studies in Ancient Israelite and Moabite
Historiography [Leiden: Brill, 1992], 88).
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Deerman, “Historical Reconstruction and the Mesha Inscription,” 171; Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old
Testament,” 363; Gleis, Die Bamah, 28; Fried, “The High Place (BĀMÔT) and the Reforms of Hezekiah, 441–42.
Fried argues for such on the basis of its similarity with the Akkadian kirḫu. As she explains, kirḫu referred to a
walled citadel or fortified area within a city. It could also refer to walls which enclosed a sanctuary around a city.
Due to the description of the  קרחהin lines 21–26, she avers that this meaning is reflected in the inscription. As she
explains: “According to the stele, it is a walled area, or citadel, within the city, with parklands, watchtowers, and a
palace, as well as a bmt within it” (Fried, “The High Place (BĀMÔT) and the Reforms of Hezekiah, 442).
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See, for the northern Kingdom 1 Kgs 13:32; 2 Kgs 17:9,29 and 23:19; for the southern Kingdom, see 2 Chr
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may be more preferable to understand the  ְבּpreposition in such references more dynamically.
That is, the use of the preposition indicates that, in relation to ע ִָרם,  בָּמוֹתwere located in and
around such. Yet, the use of the  ְבּpreposition in 17:9, especially in light of its juxtaposition to v.
10, where the phrase occurs and, as argued above, would point to a rural setting, would hence
indicate a strictly urban location.
Conclusion
With regard to location, once again, the broader textual evidence appears to support our
analysis of 2 Kgs 23. There is variety when it comes to location, which would thus indicate the
secondary nature of such to בָּמוֹת. Yet, there does appear something of a tendency to position בָּמוֹת
on elevated locals in rural settings. Also, considering that two of the references occur in passage
purportedly relaying information from the pre-monarchial period (1 Sam 9:1–10:16) and early
Monarchial period (1 Kgs 11), there may be some merit to Whitney’s observation that the first
 בָּמוֹתwere located on high ground, from whence later construction of such spread to other
locations.115

Objects of Worship
Non-Yahwistic Worship
As our examination of 2 Kgs 23 demonstrated, the objects of worship at  בָּמוֹתfall into two
categories. One the one hand, as argued above, vv. 8–9 provide support for the utilization of

14:5, 28:25 and 31:1). Note the  ָבּ ָמהat Gebeon also uses the  ְבּpreposition to situate it in Gibeon (1 Chr 16:39, 21:29
and 2 Chr 1:3, 13).
114

Namely, three factors: A) when a more detailed description is provided, such as we have seen from 1 Sam
9, as well as 2 Kgs 23:5,  בָּמוֹתare located on rural, elevated sites; B) its association with the phrase עַל כָּל־ ִגּ ְבעָה גְבֹהָה
 וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָןalso indicates a rural, elevated location; C) the mention of Solomon building  בָּמוֹתon a הַר, which
again conforms to the previous observations of its location.
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Whitney, “’Bamoth’ in the Old Testament,” 136–37. It is interesting to note that, as part of his evidence for
such, he lists Num 22:41, which references בָּמוֹת ָבּעַל. Yet, as already inferred, this is likely a place-name.

180

בָּמוֹת, especially in the southern Kingdom, for Yahwistic worship. On the other hand, vv. 5 and
13 intimate that the objects of worship were, from the Yahwistic perspective, foreign gods. V. 13
specifically lists those gods:  ַעשְׁתּ ֶֹרת,  מוֹשׁ ְכand שׁלְכּ ֹם
ִ . We further argued that v. 5 also links  בָּמוֹתto
the worship of  ָבּעַלand the astral cult. Hence, the picture given in 2 Kgs 23 is that  בָּמוֹתdid
service non-Yahwistic cults.
This aspect of our analysis finds firm support from the broader textual evidence. There are
passages which relate, either explicitly or implicitly, the presence of  גִּלּוּלִיםand  אֱ*הִים ֲאח ִֵריםto
בָּמוֹת. Regarding the term גִּלּוּלִים, whereas its etymology,116 including how it became associated
with idols, is a disputed matter, it seems to be commonly accepted that it is a term used for
idols.117 As to its connection with בָּמוֹת, Lev 26:30, though not directly, could, by the close
proximity of the term  גִּלּוּלִיםwith בּמוֹת, indicate the presence of the such at  בָּמוֹתsites. Similarly, 2
Kgs 17:12 also mentions  גִּלּוּלִיםin close contextual connection with בָּמוֹת. The same close
association is found in Ezek 6:3–4, 6. V. 4 may well express a result clause,118 which would thus
indicate, more directly, a connection between the two terms. Likewise, in v. 6, after the notion of
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The precise nuance of  גּלּוּלִיםescapes us. As Block notes, of the forty-eight occurrences in the OT, thirtynine appear in Ezekiel (Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1–24, 226). Zimmerli explains the term as a derivative
of גֵּל, which is found in Ezek 4:12, 15, where it is connected “with the mention of extreme impurity” (Zimmerli,
Ezekiel 1, 187).  גֵּלconveys the sense of “dung” and hence would indicate for “ גּלּוּלִיםthing of dung” (Zimmerli,
Ezekiel 1, 187). Block associates it with the verb  ָגּלַל, which is also a possible verbal cognate to ( גָּלSo BDB, )גַּל.
Seeing that the verb means “to roll,” Block posits the possible adoption “excrement” for the signification of the
word because of the pellet-like shape of sheep feces or, less likely, the cylindrical shape of human excrement
(Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1–24, 226). Others discount any connection with fesces, whatsoever, and
instead understand it to be related to a stone block. So, for example, Cooke, while accepting it as a derivative from
 ָגּלַל, yet explains, by building on the nuance of “to roll,” the development of the word as signifying “an unworked
block of stone regarded as the dwelling-place of a spirit or demon” (Cook, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary
on the Book of Ezekiel, 69; Allen, similarly, holds to the notion that it is to be associated with a block of stone
(Allen, Ezekiel 1–19, 82)).
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It would also appear to be commonly held that its vocalization is patterned after שׁקּוּצִים
ִ , a term it is paired
with in Deut 29:16.
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As found in the NASB; also Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1–24, 224; Allen, Ezekiel 1–19, 87 and
perhaps Zimmerli, Ezekiel 1, 186.
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the annihilation of the cities and the devastation (שׁמַם
ָ ) of the בָּמוֹת, a result clause does follow119
which thus indicates the attachment of  גִּלּוּלִיםto בָּמוֹת.
At to ח ִֵריםאֱ'הִים ֲא, 2 Chr 28:25, which deals with Ahaz’s apostasy, speaks of his burning
food offering to  אֱ*הִים ֲאח ִֵריםat בָּמוֹת. Here, then, is another direct association between  בָּמוֹתand
the worship of pagan gods.
In addition to these generic references, there are also connections made between  בָּמוֹתand,
specifically,  ָבּעַל, such we have seen from 2 Kgs 23:5. Again, there are passages that, though not
expressly stating such, do suggest this association, with 2 Chr 21:11–13 being one.120 Here, the
cultic misdeeds of Jehoram are spelled out, which utilizes the verb  זָנָהin the hiphil (v 11) to
describe his misleading the inhabitants of Jerusalem. As we have noted above, this verb is often
employed to describe idolatrous worship. Further, in v. 13, the cultic violations of Jehoram are
compared to those of Ahab. In accord with the description of Ahab as found in Kings (1 Kgs
16:29–34 specifically), it would seem likely that Ahab introduced Baal worship into the northern
Kingdom. Hence, in view of the fact that Jehoram’s cultic activities are thus compared, it could
well be that such holds true for him as well. Seeing that v. 11 stipulates the building of  בָּמוֹתby
Jehoram, by which he perverted the worship of the inhabitants of Jerusalem (where  זָנָהis
utilized), it would seem likely that the object of worship at  בָּמוֹתwas  ָבּעַל.
As we argued above, with regard to 1 Kgs 21:3, that the second clause of the verse, ַויָּקֶם
 ִמזְבְּח ֹת ַל ַבּעַל, should be understood as a result clause, this too would associate Baal worship with
 בָּמוֹתduring the reign of Manasseh. Yet, we have more a more explicit connection between the
119

This would seem to be the significance of  ְל ַמעַן, so Cooke, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Book of Ezekiel, 69; Greenberg, Ezekiel 1–20, 108; Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1–24, 221, n. 15 (note,
while retaining its “purposive sense,” he nevertheless holds the 6a as a “parenthetical comment.”); Allen, Ezekiel 1–
19, 88.
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Also, 2 Chr 34:3, again due to close contextual proximity, could also indicate the worship of  ָבּעַלat בָּמוֹת

sites.
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two items in Jeremiah. In 19:5 and again in 32:35, Jeremiah directly ties Baal worship to בָּמוֹת
sites.
Additionally, other pagan deities are mentioned in relation to בָּמוֹת. Returning again to
Jeremish, 32:35, besides  ַבּעַל, mention is also made of a !ֶמֹל, presumably a name of a god.121
121

Albertz provides a helpful review of the three popular positions taken with regard to the word !ֶמֹל. The
traditional view is that it is a name of a Canaanite deity. As Ringgrin explains, the traditional view holds that “mōlek
is a bowdlerized form of the name of the god Melek or Malik (“King”) … (Helmer Ringgren, Israelite Religion,
trans. David E. Green [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1966], 175). The second position, made popular by Eissfeldt, is that
!ֶ מֹלdoes not refer to a god at all but a type of sacrifice. Essfeldt based his view on a Punic inscription which
mentioned the molk sacrifice and included, amongst its possible offerings, children. Albertz stipulates that “it has
long since been demonstrated that Eissfeldt’s interpretation leads to strange tautological phrases and that passages
like Lev 20.5 ‘whore after the Molek’; Deu.t 12:31; II Kings 17.31; Jer 19.5; 32.35 suggest that lammōlek should be
understood as the divine being…” Rainer Albertz, A History of Israelite Religion in the Old Testament Period:
From the Beginnings to the End of the Monarchy, 2 vols. [Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox, 1994], 1:191).
Further, he notes that there is only one reference to such a sacrifice in the Punic sources, and that it occurs at a later
date. Hence, he concludes that “the whole branch of molk sacrificial terminology seems more to be a special Punic
development…” (Albertz, A History of Israelite Religion in the Old Testament Period, 1:191). A third position, and
that which Albertz holds to, stipulates that this god is to be associated with the god Adad-milki. Weinfeld, who
popularized this view, based this on the belief that !ֶ מֹלis a “divine epithet of melek, ;king’, vocalized in a distorted
way from bōšet; this in turn he connects with the god Adad-milki, ‘king Adad’” (Rainer, A History of Israelite
Religion in the Old Testament Period, 1:192). Hence, Weinfeld is able to explain this term on the basis of Assyrian
and Aramaean influence, from whence there is evidence for the worship of said god. This, then, conforms to the
historical factor, seeing that this influence (late eighth into the seventh centuries) would corresponds to the written
evidence for such in Israel. Rainer further stipulates that this god is actually synchronically combined with Yahweh
so that “in these dedication of children we have an Adad-Yahweh syncretism which came about at the level of
family piety” (Rainer, A History of Israelite Religion in the Old Testament Period, 1:193). Hence, it would seem
likely that a foreign deity is meant, directly or indirectly, by the name. The only complication, as presented by
Albertz, is the possibility that there is actual syncretism taking place here. Yet, that is not how Jeremiah actually
presents it, with the utilization of the name or possibly an epithet of a foreign god. This is similar to the presumed
Yahwistic worship occurring in the northern Kingdom. It could well be that the worship in the northern Kingdom
would be described, in modern terms, as synchronistic. Yet, that is not how it is presented by the OT references.
This is evinced, for instance, in the Kings etiological narrative regarding the northern Kingdom’s cult. As Wray Beal
points out in her analysis of 1 Kgs 12:35–13:34, specifically with regard to the שׁנֵי ֶעגְלֵי זָהָב
ְ (v. 28): “However
historically probable that Jeroboam presents the calves as legitimate iconography evoking YHWH’s throne, to Dtr
Jeorboam’s actions are aberrant and sinful (v. 30)” (Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, 184). She further observes that these
items are in clear violation of the ten words (Exod 20:3 and Deut 5:7). Additionally, the words spoken by Jeroboam
at their establishment echoes the same words utilized by Aaron with regard to the golden calves of the Wilderness
Wandering, including the utilization of the plural verb rather than the singular, as it is usually found when the
reference is to Yahweh’s bringing the Israelites up ( ָעלָהin the hiph.) from Egypt. Hence, rather than presented as in
some way connected to Yahwism, they are viewed more in line with pagan deities.
It should be noted that, in the original description of Solomon’s building  בָּמוֹתfor his wives, the god
mentioned is !ֶ(מֹל1 Kgs 11:7), whereas in the subsequent account no mentioned is made of him (2 Kgs 23:13). In
11:5, though, mention is made of  ִמלְכ ֹם, though not clearly associated with בָּמוֹת. Yet, in 23:13, it is  ִמלְכ ֹםthat is
mentioned with respect to Solomon’s בָּמוֹת. Grey appears to take the two words as indicating the same deity, though
he does allow for the possibility that in some case !ֶ מֹלmay refer to a molk sacrifice per Eissfeldt (Grey, I & II Kings,
276–78, 736). Wray Beal, though, holds that the two names refer to two different Ammonite deities (Wray Beal, 1 &
2 Kings, 171). She further explains the subsequent change in 2 Kgs 23:13 by stating: “Solomon’s altar to Molech is
not named, as the Tophet site dedicated to Molech (v. 10) replaced it” (Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, 508). Whether the
same or different gods, that both are reckoned as pagan affirms the idea presented here:  בָּמוֹתserviced non-Yahwistic
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Further, after the deportation of the native Israelites and the re-settling of the northern Kingdom
with other peoples, we again find that they used the  בָּמוֹתand did so for the worship of their
national deities (2 Kgs 17:29–33), a list that includes a great varieties of pagan deities. So, we
have firm textual evidence for the utilization of non-Yahwistic cults, specifically Baal, at בָּמוֹת
sites.
Yahwistic Worship
What is most striking with regard to Yahwistic worship at  בָּמוֹתsites is the lack of explicit
connection between the two. There are only two such references, one of which arises from the
mouth of the pagan שׁקֵה
ָ רב־.ַ 122 The only other such reference occurs in 2 Chr 33:17. After the
punishment and subsequent reformation of Manasseh, the Chronicler details the repentant king’s
acts of purgation, which excluded the complete elimination of  בָּמוֹתfrom the land. Yet, he goes
on to state that the people only burned their food sacrifices הֵי ֶה%ֱםלַיהוָה א. Hence, here is the only
clear reference for the association of  בָּמוֹתwith Yahwistic worship.123
Yet, there are three additional references to  בָּמוֹתwhich would imply that, in the premonarchial and early monarchial periods, such were authorized sites for Yahwistic worship. One
concerns 1 Sam 9:1–10:16. Especially with regard to chapter 9, where Samuel, who appears to
be a legitimate representation of Yahwism, attends a cultic event at a  ָבּמָה, such would seem to
affirm the legitimacy of such a site. This same sort of conclusion would also hold for the mention
of the  ָבּמָהat Gibeon. First, with regard to the Chronicler’s account, we not only find

cults.
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2 Kgs 18:22; Isa 36:7; 2 Chr 32:12.

123

As already noted above, this notice corresponds well, though, with our interpretation of 2 Kgs 23:8–9, in
that it explains the presence of Yahwistic  בָּמוֹתat this juncture of Israelite history.
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representation of the official religion, in the form of the Zadok and his “brothers,”124 but also
cultic elements of official Yahwism, such as the tent of meeting and the altar of burn offering.125
Secondly, found in both the Kings’s and Chronicler’s account, we have Solomon attending a
religious ceremony at the Gibeon  ָבּמָה, in which Solomon himself officiates at the altar. In the
description of his cultic activity, the text states מ ֹה שָׁם עַל־ ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח ַהנְּחֹשֶׁת ִל ְפנֵי י ְהוָה8ְ ַויַּעַל שׁ...”126
Additionally, it was after this cultic event that Yahweh appeared to Solomon in a dream. Hence,
here is strong evidence for viewing the  ָבּמָהat Gibeon as an official cult center for Yahwism.
Conclusion
From this, then, it would seem reasonable to conclude that, as we have so argued from 2
Kgs 23,  בָּמוֹתwere utilized for both Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic worship. Yet, again seeing that
such variance is found in the broader textual evidence, the object of the worship is a secondary
feature with respect to the essence of בָּמוֹת.

Conclusion
In this chapter, we dealt with the issue of secondary or accidental factors related to בָּמוֹת
sites. In the initial exposition of 2 Kgs 23, it was found that, with respect to location and objects
of worship, these do not appear to have been essential attributes for identifying בָּמוֹת. Respecting
location, 2 Kgs 23 evinces a wide diffusion for such cultic places. This aspect of our analysis
was further confirmed by the broader textual evidence, which indicated that  בָּמוֹתcould be
located in rural as well as urban areas, on elevated places as well as in valleys.
This sort of varied placement especially countered Barrick’s claim that  בָּמוֹתwere
124

1 Chr 16:39.

125

1 Chr 16:40, 21:29 and 2 Chr 1:3f.

126

2 Chr 1:6.
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fundamentally urban installations. In challenging his position, though, further attention was
needed regarding his work on the description of  בָּמוֹתmentioned in 1 Sam 9:1-10:15, (particularly
the  ָבּמָהcited in the account of Saul’s initial meeting with Samuel in an unnamed city (1 Sam.
9:1–27)) and his efforts at disassociating  בָּמוֹתfrom the phrase עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים עַל־ ַה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן
ה ָָרמִים. In doing so, though, it was further determined that  בָּמוֹתdid seem to show a preference for
elevated areas in rural settings, which would likewise correspond to elements found in 2 Kgs
23.127 Yet, one can only speak of preference for and not of a primary characteristic of תבָּמוֹ, seeing
that they are also positioned within cities and in valleys.128 Hence, again, location should be
viewed as a subordinate or unintended feature of  בּמוֹתsites.
As to the objects of worship, the broader textual evidence likewise confirms the nonessential aspect of this feature. This is so because, as seen in 2 Kgs 23,  בָּמוֹתserved both
Yahwistic and non-Yahweistic cults. Yet, it was observed that the latter has much stronger
documentary support. During the middle to latter part of the Monarchial period, the only clear
reference to Yahwistic worship taking place at ( בָּמוֹתoutside of 2 Kgs 23:8–9) is 2 Chron 33:17.
Nevertheless, in the pre- and early Monarchial period,  בָּמוֹתactually appear to have been
sanctioned sites for Yahwistic worship. Still, the object of worship appears to be an ancillary
fearture of  בָּמוֹתsites.
Besides these secondary features, one other facet that was probed in this section concerned
the verbs used for constructing and destroying/terminating  בָּמוֹתsites. As was ascertained from 2
Kgs 23, it would appear that the verbs of construction and destruction/termination indicate בָּמוֹת
were or had elements which were man-made. The broader textual evidence further confirms this.
With regard to the verbs used for construction, we again find  ָבּנָהand שׁה
ָ  ָאexclusively employed.
127

Particularly

128

Specifically there description in Jeremiah as being located  ְבּגֵיא בֶן־הִנּ ֹם.
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However, in accord with 2 Kgs 23, other than indicated their artificial construction, these terms
provided no greater detail as to the nature of  בָּמוֹתsites.
The same holds true for the verbs of destruction/termination. Actually, the broader survey
found three verbs, 129 which are absent from 2 Kgs 23, that are even more generic than those
employed in the Reform report. Additionally, of the four verbs used in 2 Kgs 23, only  נָתַ ץand
 סוּרare employed elsewhere. As with the verbs of construction, other than  בָּמוֹתbeing
manufactured, they add nothing to our understanding of the essence of בָּמוֹת.

129

שׁ ַמד
ָ , אָבַדand שׁ ַמם
ָ .
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CHAPTER FIVE
BROADER TEXTUAL EVIDENCE REGARDING בָּמוֹת: EXAMINATION OF
DIFFICULT TEXTS
In the following chapter, we will focus on various problematic elements regarding our
present study. The first section will concern texts which may challenge the description which has
been set forth for the term  ָבּמָה, specifically as it relates to the notion that  בָּמוֹתinvolved some sort
of architectural sophistication. As we have detailed above, some propose that  בָּמוֹתhad, inherent
to the cultic site, some sort of structural component, with Barrick even going so far as suggesting
a correspondence between  מוֹת ָבּand the temple at Jerusalem.1 Contrarily, it has been argued in
the present study that  בָּמוֹתsites were cultic areas identified by the presence of certain apparatus,
with particular cultic functions and attended by cultic functionaries. Additionally, as the
examination has proceeded, it has been stipulated that  ִמזְבְּחוֹתwere likely the most prominent
feature associated with a  בָּמוֹתsites and that the cultic activity performed upon such was animal
sacrifice (as opposed to incense-burning). These two additional factors make it far more likely
that  בָּמוֹתwere located in open-air spaces and hence were not, essentially, comprised of any sort
of architectural component. So, the idea that  בָּמוֹתinvolved, as essential to their character, a
certain architectural sophistication, such as the Jerusalem temple, has been rejected. Hence, it
will now be necessarily to review those passages which others have adduced in their advocacy
for some sort of architectural component as fundamental to בָּמוֹת.
The second section will concentrate on those texts which pose a text-critical challenge.
Whereas some texts-critical issues have already been addressed in the prior chapters, certain
1

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 375.
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passages require greater deliberation. This is due to the question as to whether these passages
even reference בָּמוֹת. So, for example, one important text, which has already come up in our
inquiry, is Jer 17:3. The MT includes the phrase !בָּמ ֹתֶ י. If this is the correct reading, it then
provides good evidence as to the nature of  בָּמוֹתin that, in its context, it seems to associate certain
cultic apparatus (specifically  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand  ) ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwith these sites, as well as confirms a connection
between the term  בָּמוֹתand the phrase עַל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן עַל ְגּבָעוֹת ַהגְּב ֹהוֹת. Yet, ! בָּמ ֹתֶ יdoes not appear in the
Talmud or the Peshitta. So for this, and a few other texts, it will be necessary to determine, as
best as can be done, the correct reading and whether such passages do speak about בָּמוֹת.
Finally, seeing that the present analysis has used 2 Kgs 23:4–20 as the foundation for our
understanding of בָּמוֹת, it thus seems necessary to look more closely at the parallel account found
in 2 Chr 34:3–7. This will especially focus on any factors that may pose a problem to our
interpretation of 2 Kgs 23 as to the nature of בָּמוֹת.

Text Possibly Signifying Architectural Sophistication
שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלof 1 Sam 9:22
As we have already explained, 1 Sam 9 deals with the initial meeting between Samuel and
Saul, in which Samuel informs Saul that he is to be the first king of the United Monarchy. Much
of the action recorded in 1 Sam 9:1–27 occurs in relation to the  ָבּמָהmentioned in these verses.
Samuel was in the process of going to the  ָבּמָה, when he encountered Saul in the gate complex of
the city. At this point, Samuel instructs Saul (and his servant) to accompany him to the  ָבּמָה, as he
would be a participant in the cultic ritual. V. 19 makes clear that the destination prescribed by
Samuel for Saul would be the  ָבּמָה. Yet, in v. 22, which records the actual arrival of the two at the
intended spot, we are informed that Samuel escorted Saul to the שׁכָּה
ְ  ִל, rather than the  ָבּמָה. Hence,
there appears to be a close connection between these two terms. Barrick, further observing that v.
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25 would confirm that the activity recorded in vv. 22b–4 were located at the  ָבּמָה, stipulates: “We
must conclude, therefore, that bāmâ and liškâ are synonyms, or that the lishkah was a part of a
larger bamah-complex.”2 Hence, this association becomes a critical element in Barrick’s
prescribing some sort of architectural quality to בָּמוֹת. Barrick is not alone, though, in this
assertion. Fried, also utilizing this connection, argues that the “ ָבּמָהwas a sanctuary complex
containing a public building with a large hall and a sacrificial altar.”3
To get at the idea that שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלindicated a temple complex, though, Fried points to the use of
the term in Ezekiel. She stipulates that, as they are presented in Ezekiel,  ִלשְׁכּוֹתwere “rooms
inside a roofed temple building.”4 Barrick, likewise, employs the term’s broader use in the OT
for his contention that שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלprovides evidence to suggest that  בָּמוֹתwere temple-like facilities. As
he points out, the term is almost exclusively used with regard to the Jerusalem temple. Such
 ִלשְׁכּוֹתserved a variety of purposes,5 which would thus indicate that the word “may be the
technical term for the more utilitarian elements of a temple-complex.”6 In a later work, he
elaborates a bit more on this idea of a temple-complex, by stipulating that the word שׁכָּה
ְ ִל
indicates architectural features of a certain type of sanctuary that is to be termed as a “temple.”7

2

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 290.

3

Fried, “The High Places (Bāmôt) and the Reforms of Hezekiah,” 439; see also Gleis, Die Bamah, 64–65, who
concludes, on the basis of the this association: “Eine bmh kann somit ein Heiligtumskomplex sein.”
4

Fried, “The High Places (Bāmôt) and the Reforms of Hezekiah,” 439. The following treatment will take
particular exception to this description. Such can only be the case if one argues for an understanding of “temple” as
indicating the complex as a whole, including the gates as well as the courtyards. As will presently be demonstrated,
what might be considered the temple proper, that is the actual physical structure of the בֵּית י ְהוָה, is never mentioned
with שׁכּוֹת
ְ  ִל. שׁכּוֹת
ְ  ִלare presented as auxiliary facilities located in the Temple area, but not connected to the temple
proper.
5

Including housing of temple-personnel and storage of cultic equipment and offerings (Barrick, “The Word
BMH in the Old Testament,” 291).
6

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 291.

7

Barrick, “What Do We Really Know About ‘High-Places’?” 56. In line with this, he further adduces the
temple of Arad, with its adjoining rooms, as an example of שׁכּוֹת
ְ ( ִלBarrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,”
291–92 and Barrick, “What Do We Really Know About ‘High-Places’?” 57). A problem with such, though, is that,

190

Hence, via such means, Barrick and Fried posit the notion that the association of the term שׁכָּה
ְ ִל
with  ָבּמָהin 1 Sam 9:22 provides evidence for architectural sophistication for בָּמוֹת.
As to whether the words should be understood synonymously, such would not seem likely,
seeing that the description of each is very different with regard to their use. Whereas,  בָּמוֹתwere
clearly places of sacrificial worship, such is never the case for שׁכָּה
ְ  ִל. That they are not
synonymous is only further affirmed by the fact that Ezekiel employs the term in his vision of
the idealized temple. Considering that, as we have seen, Ezekiel had a very low opinion of בָּמוֹת,
it seems highly unlikely he would utilize its synonym with respect to a facility that he certainly
did hold in high esteem.
To stipulate that  ִלשְׁכּוֹתmay have been a part of a  ָבּמָהcomplex is something of a truism.
Certainly, in this situation, such was clearly the case. Yet, that does not demand that such were
routinely connected to  בָּמוֹתsites or that they were considered as an essential element of בָּמוֹת.8 It
simply indicates that, at lease in this example, a certain structure was set up so as to provide the
necessary space to partake of the cultic meal. It may well be that this was routinely done. Or it
may be this was a unique occurrence. What is clear is that  ִלשְׁכּוֹתwere not routinely associated
with בָּמוֹת, as were  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת.

whereas, there were structures around the Arad temple, these are provided no names. Further, it should be noticed
that the שׁכּוֹת
ְ  ִלwere likely not the term designated for the rooms closest to the sanctuary proper, but rather ְצלָעוֹת
seems to convey this sense (though, the use of this term for this sort of sense appears to be disputed; see HALOT
 ֵצלָעs.v., II 3 b, who nevertheless lists these passages as indicating “side-building,” for the sg. and “side-chamber,”
for the pl.; see also BDB,  ֵצלָעs.v., 3). Hence, it could be the Arad examples were so designated as well.
More helpful, though, with respect to the OT evidence, is the alternative reading of the LXX with respect to 1
Sam 1:18. Although, in the MT, there is no mention of שׁכָּה
ְ  ִל, the LXX reads: καὶ ἐπορεύθη ἡ γυνὴ εἰς τὴν ὁδὸν
αὐτῆς καὶ εἰσῆλθεν εἰς τὸ κατάλυµα αὐτῆς καὶ ἔφαγεν µετὰ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτῆς καὶ ἔπιεν, καὶ τὸ πρόσωπον αὐτῆς οὐ
συνέπεσεν ἔτι. Note the addition of the word κατάλυµα, which would thus provide evidence for an underlying
Hebrew vorlage, which did contain the term שׁכָּה
ְ  ִל. Τhus, for Barrick, in accord with other commentators, such
would indicate the presence of a שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלat the Shiloh sanctuary as well. (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old
Testament,” 292–93; Barrick, “What Do We Really Know About ‘High-Places’?” 57). Considering that the cultic
site at Shiloh is designated with the term  ַבּי ִת, this would provide greater support for Barrick’s contention.
8

A similar point is made by Emerton (see Emerton, “The Biblical High Place,” 123).
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The stronger case would seem to be that of the supposition of a certain pattern existing
between  ִלשְׁכּוֹתand temple-complexes. As observed, apart from two references, שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלis employed
exclusively with regard to the Jerusalem temple. As to their proximity to the temple, they are
routinely presented as located in the temple courtyard. In Jer 36:10, a שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלis identified with the
“( ָחצֵר ָהעֶליוֹןupper court”). Additionally, Ezekiel mentions two or possibly three sets of  ִלשְׁכּוֹת.
Ezek 40:179 locates  ִלשְׁכּוֹתin the idealized temple as being in the  ֵחצֵר ַההִיצוֹנָה, with 40:44–7
describing a second pair of  ִלשְׁכּוֹתlocated, it would seem, in the inner courtyard.10 Finally, 42:1–
1411 identifies a third set.12 This final set seems to be located behind the temple proper, opposite
to a structure, identified as a  ִבּנְי ָן, and a sacred area, referred to as a  ִגּז ְָרה. It would seem that this
set of  ִלשְׁכּוֹתwere also located in the outer court. Finally, Neh 13:7 also locates  ִלשְׁכּוֹתin the
courtyard of the temple.13
The usage for such facilities varied greatly, with the textual evidence suggesting four
purposes. They were clearly utilized for storage.14 Additionally, priests ate their cultic meals15 in

9

Some commentators regard the  לִשׁכּוֹתof 40:17 as porticos. Hence, Block states: “From 42:6 one may assume
that these rooms were pillared porticoes, used by worshippers as eating and meeting places during religious events.”
(Daniel I. Block, Ezekiel 25–40, NICOT [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998], 524; see also Allen, Ezekiel 20–48,
230, Walther Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2: A Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Ezekiel, trans. James D. Martin
[Hermeneia ; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983], 352).
10

Zimmerli describes these rooms as “inside the inner court, immediately beside the two gates, directly
opposite each other. One which side of the gate they lie is not stated” (Zimmerlie, Ezekiel 2, 368).
11

Great care needs to be followed when dealing with this pericope. As Cooke observes: “The text of this
section is so badly preserved that its original form and meaning can no longer be recovered with certainly; in detail
much must be left to conjecture (Cooke, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Ezekiel, 455).
12

With regard to the שׁכּוֹת
ְ  ִלmentioned in chapter 42, it would seem that Cooke understands these as facing the
temple wall, seeing that he interprets the mention of  בִּני ָןas that of the wall of 40:5 (Cooke, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Book of Ezekiel, 456). Yet, as Allen explains, this view represents earlier appraisals of the שׁכּוֹת
ְ ִל
of 42 (Allen, Ezekiel 20–48, 233–34). Block understands the  בִּני ָןas the same structure mentioned in 41:15 (Block,
Ezekiel 25–40, 524–25).
13

In combination with this, they are also linked to gate complexes, as seen in Ezek 40:17 and 44–47, as well as
2 Kgs 23:11 and Jer 36:10.
14

Neh 10:36–40; 13:4–8; Ezek 42:13 and 2 Chr 31:11.

15

Ezek 42:13.
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שׁ
ְ  כּוֹת ִלand they also were utilized such for priestly dressing rooms.16 It would also seem to be that
they were used as places of residence for priests and other governing officials.17
Yet, it does seem to be a bit of a reach to stipulate a certain type of sanctuary based upon
the presence of  ִלשְׁכּוֹת. To be able to affirm that the utilization of  ִלשְׁכּוֹתsignified a certain type of
temple would seem to require more evidence from other sources, preferably about similar
temple-like structures.18 Yet, even within the OT, such a categorization runs afoul of the
evidence, seeing that שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלis once used for a room associated with the royal palace.19 Hence, it
does not seem that the mere presence of a שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלdoes necessitate that a certain type of temple is
presupposed.
Thus, the association of a שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלin 1 Sam 9 does not, on its own, provide sufficient reason to
regard  בָּמוֹתas possessing, inherently, any sort of architectural sophistication. Based on this
single reference, Haran’s observations about 1 Sam 9:22, in light of the above analysis of שׁכָּה
ְ ִל
and the overall treatment of  ָבּמָהthroughout this study thus far, seem more appropriate than those
who advocate for a temple-like structure: “This implies that the liškāh, ‘chamber,” where the
invited persons had their meals (ibid, v. 22), is regarded as one of the auxiliary structures which
16

Ezek 42:14 and 44:19. Note that these last two items concern the שׁכּוֹת
ְ  ִלlocated in the area behind the temple.
They are presented as sacred places reserved for the priests, specifically for their cultic meals and dressing areas.
17

This function seems to be most clearly portrayed with regard to Ezra’s temporary stay in one (Ezek 10:6), as
well as Tobias unlawful habitation of another (Neh 13:7). This could explain why some are identified with certain
individuals (2 Kgs 23:11; Jer 25:2, 4; 36:10; Ezek 10:6).
18

Here again, we must recall Barrick’s contention about the cultic site at Shiloh. Still, it must be recalled that
the possible presence of a שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלat Shiloh is based upon the LXX. The MT contains no such reference, nor does any
other textual witness. Hence, such could be an inference by the LXX, seeing that the text does deal with eating. The
LXX also adds ἔφαγεν µετὰ τοῦ ἀνδρὸς, which, originally, Barrick explains as “doubtless exegetical license inspired
by vss. 8f…” further noting the same possibility for the addition of εἰς τὸ κατάλυµα αὐτῆς (Barrick, “The Word
BMh in the Old Testament,” 293. Hence, in light of this tendency, the MT’s reading would seem preferable.
19

See Jer 36:12, 20. Barrick attempts to minimize the importance of this reference by noting that the palace
was part of the same “governmental compound” as the temple. (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,”
291 n. 2). He presumably makes this claim based on mention in Jer 35:4 of the ַשׂ ִרים
ָ ּ שׁכַּת ה
ְ  ִל. Yet, the text would seem
to indicate that these are two different places, one being located in the temple area and the other at the King’s palace.
Though the two compounds did abut one another, they still seem to be regarded as two distinct places. Thus, it
would seem likely that the שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלhere would not have been regarded with the same level of sanctity afforded those
associated with the temple. For the level of inviolability given to such שׁכּוֹת
ְ  ִל, see Neh 13:4–8 and 1 Chr 9:25–27.
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in the course of time could be put up beside the high-place to provide comfortable quarters for
gatherings and overnight visits–but nothing in the nature of the liškāh, or any other annex, need
obscure the fact that, by its basic character, the high-place was only a large altar.”20
Portrait of  בָּמוֹתas Found in Amos
There are three passages in Amos, which could provide support for the proposition that
some sort of structural element was inherent to בָּמוֹת. The first that will be dealt with is 7:9a,
which reads: שׂחָק
ְ ִ רבוּוּ ִמקְדְּ שֵׂי יִשׂ ְָראֶל י ֶ ֱח ְונָשַׁמּוּ בָּמוֹת י.ָ It is possible that here  ָבּמָהstands parallel to
 ִמקְדָּ שׁ. The second passage which will be examined, 7:13, also allows for the possibility that the
word  ִמקְדָּ שׁwas used synonymously by Amos for  ָבּמָה.21 If these two passages do provide support
for a synonymous relation between the two terms, at least in Amos, then this could indicate some
sort of architectural sophistication for בָּמוֹת.22 Yet, it is not just Amos who seems to associate the
two terms for the same cultic site. In Isa 16:12, with regard to the Moabite בָּמוֹת, we find the same
sort of connection. Hence, it will be important to examine these passages to try and determine the
relationship of the two terms, as well as whether  ִמקְדָּ שׁdoes signify some sort of architectural
component.
In line with this, Amos 7:13 may as well associate the term  ַבּי ִת, having a cultic nuance,
with מָה ָבּ. As with  ִמקְדָּ שׁ, we again find some support for this in Isaiah. In Isa 15:2a, still in the

20

Menahem Haran, Temple and Temple Service in Ancient Israel: An Inquiry into the Character of Cult
Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1979), 24. The key difference
between Haran’s view and that which is here advocated for concerns the significance of the  ִמזְבְּחוֹתto the  ָבּ ָמה.
Whereas Haran argues that a  ָבּ ָמהwas a certain type of altar, the present study stipulates that the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwas one of the
apparatus identified with a  ָבּ ָמהsite, albeit the most important of such. Both views, though, share this primacy of
 ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחwith  ָבּ ָמה.
21

This passages deals specifically with the Bethel site. That alone is of some significance, seeing that it is the
particular  ָבּ ָמהreferred to in 2 Kgs 23:15, from which much emphasis has been placed in the present study.
22

This is based upon the notion that  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁ, itself, indicates a facility of some sort. As Barrick observes, “In
biblical Hebrew miqdāš signifies a sanctuary building or architectural complex…” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the
Old Testament,” 316). Yet, even this sort of association is open for questioning, which will be shortly observed.
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same section of Isaiah’s prophecies as that of 16:12,23 we find the employment of  ַבּי ִתin a manner
which may indicate that it stands parallel to the use of the term  ָבּמָה.  ַבּי ִתwould certainly serve as
a strong indication that  בָּמוֹתdid have some sort of structural element inherent to their nature.
The final passage which will be dealt with is Amos 9:1. As will be spelled out in greater
detail, this passage concerns a visionary experience had by Amos, in which Yahweh is portrayed
as standing by or upon an  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, from whence he commands  ה ַכּפְתּוֹת ְוי ְִרעֲשׁוּ ַה ִסּפִּים4ַה. The
importance of this statement to our present inquiry concerns the words “( הַכּפְתּוֹרcapitals”) and
“( ם ַה ִסּפִּיthresholds”). If this use of the term  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחindicates the Bethel site, then these words would
likely imply some sort of structural component to that cultic spot.24

Amos 7:9
In vv. 7–9, Amos records the third of four visionary encounters he experiences with
Yahweh.25 In this particular pericope, Amos stipulates that he sees Yahweh standing besides a
wall of !ָ ֲאנ, which is usually translated with some sort of adjectival force indicating the
straightness of the wall.26 Further, Yahweh is portrayed as holding a !ָ ֲאנ, the same word as used
with regard to the wall, but here is often translated as a “plumb line,” presumably for the purpose
of “measuring” his people (see v. 8).27 Yahweh’s explanation of the vision is that he is about to
23

Hence, still dealing with Moabite בָּמוֹת.

24

Again, Barrick illustrates this: “Amos’s eyewitness testimony mentions an altar and also “capitals” (kaptôr)
and “thresholds” (sippîm), suggestive of a complex of some complexity and architectural sophisicaton (9:1)”
(Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 307).
25

These four encompass 7:1–8:3, with an intervening narrative concerning a priest of Bethel, Amaziah,
confronting Amos (7:10–17).
26

NASB: “vertical wall;” NIV “built true to plumb;” ESV “built with a plumb line.” As Keil explains, it
indicates that the wall was “ a perpendicular wall, a wall built with mechanical correctness and solidity” (C.F. Keil
and F. Delitzsch, The Minor Prophets, COOT 10 [Peabody MA: Hendrickson, 1996], 10:207).
27

Stewart, though, differs with this traditional translation. As explained by Stuart, the sense of “plumbline” is
really only a guess, built on the supposition that because the Akkadian cognate anāku can mean “tin” or “lead,” and
that lead was the material used as a plumbline, “ אנךhas seemed a synecdoche for “plumbline” (Stuart, Hosea–
Jonah, 373). Yet, the Hebrew does contain other words which would be more suitable for such an expression.
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place a !ָ ֲאנamongst the people, which signifies that he will no longer forgive them of their
transgressions.28 V. 9, then fills out the consequence of this:
שׁ
ַ ָשׂ בָּמוֹת מּוּ ְונ
ְ ִ חָקי
וּ ִמקְדָּ שֵׁי יִשׂ ְָראֵל יֶח ֱָרבוּ
־בֵּית י ָָר ְבעָם ֶבּה ֶָרב ְו ַקמְתֵּ י עַל
It is important to note the apparent structure of this verse, especially in regards to the first
two lines. As noted by commentators,29 the first two lines appear to be in a chiastic arrangement:
A
ָשׁמּוּ ְונ
ַ

B
שׂ בָּמוֹת
ְ ִ חָקי

A1
שׁ
ֵ ָיוּ ִמקְדּ

B1
וּ ִמקְדָּ שֵׁי יִשׂ ְָראֵל

Hence, the phrase שׂחָק
ְ ִ  בָּמוֹת יparallels  ִמקְדָּ שֵׁי יִשׂ ְָראלand would thus likely indicate the
correspondence of the two terms  ִמקְדָּ שׁand  ָבּמָה, at least for Amos.30
One possible support, though, for viewing the terms as indicating two different cultic sites
concerns Lev 26:30–1. Stuart seems to hold that Amos 7:9 reiterates Lev 26:30–31.31 Two

Hence, he holds that !ָ ֲאנin both cases should be translated as “tin.” Amos, according to Stuart, employs !ָ ֲאנfor
paronomasiac reasons, in that it sounds like  אָנַקand נַחאָ, both words signifying “to moan,” and both often utilized in
prophetic indictments for the notion of imminent suffering. Hence, with the second reference to !ָ ֲאנ, with Yahweh
placing such in the midst of his people, Stuart understands this, via paronomasia, as an implicit reference to moaning
(Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 373).
28

For  ָעבַרplus the  ְלpreposition signifying “to forgive,” see BDB,  ָעבַרs.v., 1 j.

29

See for example, Jeff Niehaus, “Amos,” in The Minor Prophets: An Exegetical and Expository Commentary,
ed. Thomas Edward McComiskey, (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 1998), 457–58; William Rainey Harper, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Amos and Hosea, ICC, (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1979), 167; Shalom M.
Paul, Amos: A Commentary on the Book of Amos, (Hermeneia; Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 1991), 236 n.82.
30

In addition to those already referenced with respect to the chiasm, Wolff and Cripps, though not noting this
particular grammatical feature, nevertheless still hold that the terms stand parallel to one another (Hans Walter
Wolff, Joel and Amos: A Commentary on the Books of the Prophets Joel and Amos, trans. James Waldemar, S. Dean
McBride and Charles Muenchow [Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977], 301–2; Richard S. Cripps, A Critical
and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Amos: The Text of the Revised Version, 2nd ed.; [London: SPCK, 1969],
226).
31

The basis of this assertion is the similarity of language and thought between the two passages. Amos 7:9
shares with Lev 26 the following terms: , ִמ ְקדָּ שׁ בָּמוֹתand שׁ ַמם
ָ . Additionally, both passages speak about the destruction
of the royal line. In line with this Niehaus also seems to connect this verse with Lev 26 (Niehaus, “Amos,” 458–59;
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pertinent question, then, for our present inquiry would be whether Lev 26:30–31 employs the
two terms synonymously and, if not, whether one can utilize the perceived correspondence
between the two passages to argue against taking the terms as synonymous in Amos 7:9.
As to the first question, one factor to take into consideration has to do with the plural form
of the term found in Leviticus. As in Amos, Leviticus also references  ִמקְדְּ שִׁיםas oppose to a
 ִמקְדָּ שׁ. Whereas, on the face of it, this may appear to be a simple reference to multiple cultic sites,
it is more complicated than what is initially perceived. Gerstenberger provides three possible
explanations for the employment of the plural here.32 First, it could be a reference to the multiple
facilities presumably located in the temple area. 33 The plural would seem to be used as such in
Lev 21:23 and possibly Jer 51:51 and Ezek 21:7. Secondly, it could simply be a scribal error.34
Finally, he stipulates that this could be an indication of the presence of synchronic worship.35 In
the last case, then, the plural form would indicate a variety of temples or sanctuaries and, hence,
only this third explanation would allow for the two terms in Lev 26 to be viewed as synonymous,
seeing that it would thus match the plural of  ָבּמָהfound in v. 30, which does seem to indicate the
multiplicity of such sites.
Yet, what speaks against this third option is that the employment of  ִמקְדָּ שׁin Leviticus is,
other than possibly this one reference, only used for the tabernacle/temple. In the only other
place where the plural form is found in Leviticus (21:23), it is still utilized for the
see also Paul, Amos: A Commentary on the Book of Amos, 237).
32

Erhard S. Gerstenberger, Leviticus: A Commentary, trans. Douglas W. Stott; OTL (Louisville, KY: John
Knox, 1996), 422–23.
33

Gerstenberger appears to be operating from a critical perspective that views the dating of Leviticus as late
and hence the use of  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁas a reference to the temple.
34

He also posits that this might explain the previous passages listed for the plural form.

35

He does so on the basis of a possible connection between the present verse and Ezek 7:24, which he states is
the only passage that addressed the multiplicity of temples in Israel. Of course, for Ezek 7:24 to be read as such does
demand a change in vocalization. Whereas, the MT reads שׁיהֶם
ֵ ְ ְמ ַקד, Gerstenberger would emend it to read שׁיהֶם
ֵ ְ ִמקדּ,
in line with the LXX and Vulgate.
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tabernacle/temple.36 Therefore, it seems unlikely here that the plural of  ִמקְדָּ שׁsignifies anything
else but the temple/tabernacle compound or is a scribal error.37 So, it does not seem that Lev
26:30–1 provides any further support for taking the two terms as synonymous in Amos 7:9.
Rather, their use there indicates two distinct cultic sites.
However, regarding the second question, seeing that Lev 26 utilizes  ִמקְדָּ שִׁיםas a reference
to the tabernacle/temple, it would also seem unlikely that one can utilize this passage to argue for
two distinct significations for Amos’s use of the terms in 7:9. Granted that author of Amos did
intend to echo Lev 26:30–1, it does not necessitate that he did so in a wooden fashion. Rather, he
likely intended to utilize Lev 26 in a manner that would, in effect, update the passage to
correspond with his contemporaneous setting. The only cultic sites that would be applicable to
Amos’s message would be the  בָּמוֹתsites of the northern Kingdom. Hence, both terms, then,
would likely refer to these cultic locations. Along with the chiastic structure of the verse, this
would thus seem to affirm that Amos is here using the terms synonymously. Such would seem to
find further support from Amos 7:13.38

Amos 7:13
This verse occurs in a narratival interlude inserted in the record of Amos’ss visionary
encounters, which records the confrontation between Amaziah, the priest of the Bethel site, and
36

This is evidenced as such because of the 1cs suffix, which would indicate the ownership of the שׁים
ִ ְ ִמ ְקדּto be
that of Yahweh.
37

There is good manuscriptural evidence to support reading Lev 26:31 as the singular (multiple Hebrew
manuscripts, the Peshitta and the Samaritan Penteteuch).
38

It could very well be that, while not indicating two different types of sites, there is a nuanced differences
between the terms along the lines of those advocated by Jeremias and Mays (James Luther Mays, Amos: A
Commentary, OTL [Philadelphia: Westminster, 1969], 133; Jörg Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, trans.
Douglas W. Stott; OTL [Louisville, KY: John Knox, 1998] 142). Both hold that  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁrefers to a state sanctuary,
while  ָבּ ָמהindicates local cultic sites, with Mays pointing specifically to Dan and Bethel as שׁים
ִ ָ ִמ ְקדּ. Certianly, that
7:13 specifically refers to Bethel as a  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁwould support this nuanced differentiation. Yet, at least with Mays, it
would seem that this distinction relates more to a prior understanding of the two terms than anything within the
context of Amos, which suggests such a difference.
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Amos. Amaziah describes Bethel as the !ֶ ִמקְדָּ שׁ־ ֶמל, “a sanctuary of the king.” There appears to be
no rhetorical thrust to his description. Hence, it would seem that the reference to  ִמקְדָּ שׁshould be
understood literally. In this case, then, Bethel is described as a sanctuary of the king, or, as Stuart
renders it, a royal sanctuary.39 Though the word  ָבּמָהis not here employed for the Bethel site, as
we have seen elsewhere,40 it is referred to as a  ָבּמָה. Hence, this would support the view that ִמקְדָּ שׁ
is used synonymously by Amos in 7:9.
Yet, in addition to describing Bethel as a !ֶ ִמקְדָּ שׁ־ ֶמל, Amaziah also refers to it as a בֵּית ַמ ְמ ָלכָה.
If  ַבּי ִתis here being used with a cultic notion, then this would also possibly indicate that Amos is
likewise utilizing  ַבּי ִתsynonymously with  ָבּמָה. This, as noted above, would lend strong support
for the notion that  בָּמוֹתfeatured some sort of architectural element. However, it is not entirely
clear that such is the case. The phrase  בֵּית ַמ ְמ ָלכָהhas been understood in two ways. It could be
interpreted with a cultic sense, and hence be translated as “Temple of the Kingdom.” Yet, it also
could convey a non-cultic sense, in which case it would convey the notion of “royal palace,” or
“royal residence.”
With regard to the second option, Paul lays out the reasons for understanding it as such.
First, there is the similarity between this phrase and one found in 2 Chr 1:18, which reads ַבּי ִת
 ְל ַמלְכוּתוֹ. This usage certainly signifies a royal residence. Additionally, Paul observes, “It is
linguistically well attested that late biblical Hebrew  ַמלְכוּתreplaces earlier  ַמ ְמ ָלכָה. Thus בֵּית ַמ ְמ ָלכָה
is the exact equivalent of  ַמּלְכוּת)הַ( ַבּי ִת, for which see also Esth 1:9; 2:16; 5:1; and in Aramaic, בֵּית
“( ַמלְכוּroyal residence,” Dan 4:27); see also Dan 4:26, “( הֵיכַל ַמלְכוּתָ אthe royal palace”).”41 Thus,
this equation would affirm that, here, the phrase also is employed for a royal structure.
39

Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 376.

40

Especially 2 Kgs 23:15, but, as argued above, possibily 1 Kgs 12:31.

41

Paul, Amos: A Commentary on the Book of Amos, 243.
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Yet, Paul points to one significant problem with this translation. Samaria is routinely
referenced in the OT as the place of the royal residence, not Bethel. Niehaus further argues that
the “parallel structure of these clauses probably invests  ַבּי ִתwith a sense similar to that of ִמקְדָּ שׁ
(sanctuary), hence, temple.”42 Cripps, though, postulates a third possible rendering for  ַבּי ִת ַמ ְמ ָלכָה.
Cupps understands that in Dan 4:27, where the phrase  בֵּית מלְכוּoccurs, the reference is neither to
a palace nor shrine, but rather to a “royal city.” Hence, Cripps stipulates: “this use of ‘house’ is
paralleled in Hebrew in Neh ii:3, ‘the city, the place of my father’s sepulcher…The A.V.
rendering of Amos, ‘King’s Court,’ would represent this meaning fairly.”43
So, it would seem that whereas 7:13 does support a synonymous relation between  ִמקְדָּ שׁand
 ָבּמָה, the case it not entirely clear as to the connection between  ָבּמָהand  ַבּי ִת. With regard to these
three terms and their possible correlation, two passages in Isaiah may provide further support
and/or clarification in the matter.

Isaiah 16:12
In Isa 16:12, we read the following:
עַל־ ַה ָבּמָה מוֹאָב כִּי־נִלְאָה כִי־נִראָה ְו ָהי ָה
ְלהִתְ ַפּלֵּל וּבָא אֶל־ ִמקְדָּ שׁוֹ
וְ'א יוּכָל
In this case, it appears fairly certain that the two terms,  ִמקְדָּ שׁand  ָבּמָה, stand parallel to each
other. So, this would provide further confirmation that these two terms were so used in Amos.
Yet, there are two other factors that also need to be highlighted. It is to be noted that the present

42

Niehaus, “Amos,” 462. Also, Stuart stipulates that, in describing Bethel, Amos’s employment of these two
terms serves as an hendiadys, in which case ““ מקדשׁ מלךa royal sanctuary” is essentially equivalent to ”בית ממלכה
(Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 376.
43

Cripps, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Amos, 232.
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passage reports the prophetic message uttered by Isaiah against the Moabites; hence, this would
indicate that it was not just  בָּמוֹתfound in the northern Kingdom that could be referred to as  ִמקְדָּ שׁ,
but also those found in Moab.

Isaiah 15:2
Apart from Amos 7:13, Isa 15:2 is the only other passage where  ַבּי ִתmay be employed
synonymously to  ָבּמָה. Yet, there are serious text-critical problems with this verse. The first colon
of 15:2 reads:  ָעלָה ַה ַבּי ִת וְדִ יב ֹן ַהבָּמוֹת ְל ֶבכִי. Wildberger stipulates that as the text stands in the MT, it
makes no sense.44 Hence, a variety of emendations have been put forward, of which BC Jones
provides a useful summary and critique.45 First, is to understand  ַבּי ִתand  דִ יב ֹןas functioning as
two elements of a compound sentence. Yet, noting the oddness of such a combination, in that
one item is a place name and the other is not, some thus hold that  ַבּי ִתshould also be understood
as a place-name. That is,  ַבּי ִתcould be an abbreviated form for a location.46 Yet, Jones notes that
“there is no evidence that such an abbreviation is possible…”47
The second option is to regard the subject of  ָעלָהas Moab, based upon its mention in v. 1,
with  ַבּי ִתserving as an adverbial accusative, stipulating the place to whence the subject is
ascending. Additionally, the  ְוconjunction with  דִ יב ֹןwould mark off the beginning of a second
clause, which stands parallel to the first. Hence, the translation would be: “He [Moab] has gone
up to the house and Dibon to the bāmāh to weep.” Particularly in this case, then,  ַבּי ִת, is “logically
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Hans Wildberger, Isaiah 13–27, trans. Thomas H. Trapp; CC, (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 1997), 106.
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The following is taking from Brian C. Jones, Howling Over Moab: Irony and Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16,
(Atlanta, GA: Scholars, 1996), 175–79.
46

Wildberger lists Dillmann and Kittel as two examples for such (Wildberger, Isaiah 13–27, 106). Gray
stipulates that this is the least improbable translation, if the original Hebrew consonantal text is correct (Gray, A
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Isaiah: I–XXVII, 281). Oswalt lists Beth-gamul (mentioned in
Jer 48:23) as one possibility (Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah: Chapters 1–39, 334).
47

Jones, Howling Over Moab: Irony and Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 177.
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parallel” with  ַהבָּמוֹת, so that “it is easily interpreted as a reference to the Moabite temple or the
royal palace at Dibon.”48 Although Jones does allow for the possibility that ִ  ָבּיhere elicits the ת
sense of “royal palace,’49 that it stand parallel to  בָּמוֹתwould more likely point to a cultic nuance.
The third possibility is very similar to the last. Following the RSV,  דִ יב ֹןis regarded as the
subject of both halves of the clause and  ַבּי ִת, as well as בָּמוֹת, are functioning as adverbial
accusatives, in which case, again, they would parallel each other. Hence, the translation would
read:
Dibon has gone up to the temple50
To the high places to weep.51
The fourth possible rendering involves two further options. The first involves
understanding  ַבּי ִתas in construct with דִ יב ֹן, and hence render it “house of Dibon.” In this case,
 ַבּי ִתwould be understood as signifying the royal lineage of Moab. To get at this, though requires
an emendation, by which the  ְוconjunction would be elided from דִ יב ֹן. The second option not only
requires the elision of the  ְוconjunction, but also the  יof  ַבּי ִתso as to read “( בַתdaughter”). Hence,
the text would read “the daughter of Dibon has gone up to the high place to weep.” Two other
corrections would be required for this reading to stand, though. First, the article  הbefore ַבּי ִת
would be dropped and the verb  ָעלָהwould have to be altered to read  ָעלְתָ ה, so as to agree in
gender with the subject.
It should be noted that this latter option is a very popular one amongst many modern
commentators.52 Further, it also has manuscript support, specifically the Targums and the

48

Jones, Howling Over Moab: Irony and Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 175–6.

49

Jones, Howling Over Moab: Irony and Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 177 n. 34.

50

Note again, due to the parallelism,  ַבּי ִתwould have a cultic nuance.

51

NRSV translation.
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So, for e.g., Gray, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Isaiah: I–XXVII, 273, 279; Otto
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Peshitta. Additionally, this would correspond with Jer 48:18, which also refers to the בַּת־דִ יבוֹן.53
Still, Jones offers sufficient reasons for rejecting this emendation.54
Of the above possibilities, then, Jones supports the third option.55 In regard to this reading,
he adduces certain observations made by Barrick to provide support and possible alternative
explanations. First, Barrick stipulates that the  ְוconjunction could be functioning pleonastically
here, with the result being an emphasis placed upon דִ יב ֹן.56 Having identified  דִ יב ֹןas the subject,
Barrick then explains the use of  ַבּי ִתand  ָבּמָהas adverbial accusatives, with  ַבּי ִתsignifying
“temple-house,”57 which thus could be taken as a synonym to בַּמוֹת.58 Hence, the translation would
be to the effect:
Dibon has gone up to the temple
to bāmôt to weep

Kaiser, Isaiah 13–39: A Commentary, trans. R.A. Wilson; OTL, (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1974), 57; Wildberger,
Isaiah 13–27, 106; possibly J.A. Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaiah, (Leicester: InterVarsity, 1993), 150.
53

Both Wildberger and Motyer point to Jer 48:18 for support for this rendering (Wildberger, Isaiah 13–27,
106; Motyer, The Prophecy of Isaiah, 150).
54

First, he notes that IQIsaa does support the MT “and this fact coupled with the fact that the versions generally
appear to be attempting to ‘improve’ a difficult text, cautions against emendation” (Jones, Howling Over Moab:
Irony and Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 177). He further contends, with regard to the appeal made to Jeremiah, that the
context of Jer 48:18 is unrelated to Isa 15:2. Hence, he states: “Both the lack of versional support for this rendering
and the number of emendations required to create it argue against it” (Jones, Howling Over Moab: Irony and
Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 177). Yet, it would seem that Jones may be mistaken as to the support the Targums and
the Peshitta offers. He seems to indicate that they would support the first option, but not the second (the reading of
“house” rather that “daughter). Yet, according to BHS (as well as Watts; John D.W. Watts, Isaiah 1–33, 226), these
manuscripts actually would support the second option.
55

Jones also has a more favorable view of the second reason, while also postulating the possibility that ַבּי ִת וְדִ יב ֹן
is a compound subject (with  ַבּי ִתnot serving a proper noun). Yet, with the latter, he discounts it due to the oddness of
the use of  ַבּי ִתand  דִּ יב ֹןserving as something of a metonym for two distinct groups (Jones, Howling Over Moab:
Irony and Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 178). Likewise, with regard to the second option, in Moab is viewed as the
subject due to its mention in v. 1, he stipulates that such is “awkward” (Jones, Howling Over Moab: Irony and
Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 178).
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Barrick is here following the proposal of Wernberg-Moller and Dahood. Barrick observes: “Such intrusive
waw’s are amply attested in biblical Hebrew, and the word-order of this passage, thus understood, is not
unparalleled” (W. Boyd Barrick, “The Bamoth of Moab,” Maarav, 7 [1991]: 80).
57

Specifically of Kenosh (Barrick, “The Bamoth of Moab,” 81: Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old
Testament, 371).
58

Barrick, “The Bamoth of Moab,” 80–81 and Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament, 371.
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Barrick, though, offers one further possibility with respect to the relation between the terms
 ַבּי ִתand  ָבּמָה. Based on Dahood’s proposal, he postulates that the author is here using a “stylistic
devise,” by which he breaks up a compound phrase and then distributes “its elements between
the first and second members of the hemistich.”59 He further notes possible support for this
comes from the syntagm  ָעלָהplus the accusative. When such is utilized, “ ַבּי ִתis always as the first
element of a compound phrase.”60 With this being the case, then, the actual expression
underlying this stylistic devise would be בֵּית בָּמוֹת, a phrase that certainly does occur in Scripture,
specifically, as will presently be dealt with, in Kings.
So, on the basis of this analysis, Jones concludes: “Barrick’s solutions lead to the same
rendering; both support the NRSV translation, ‘Dibon has gone up to the temple, to the high
place to weep.’ Consequently, there is little reason in the present context to decide between the
two [the two remaining options].”61 Therefore, Isa 15:2 does support a possible association
between  ַבּי ִתand  ָבּמָה. Yet, it is especially with regard to Barrick’s postulation of an underlying
compound phrase, בֵּית בָּמוֹת, that a possible solution presents itself as to how  ָבּמָהshould be
understand with regard to  ַבּי ִתand  ִמקְדָּ שׁ.62 Yet, before reviewing this explanation, there is still one
last passage from Amos to analyze.

Amos 9:1
In a fifth and, what appears to be, somewhat unrelated vision to the previous four,63
59

Barrick, “The Bamoth of Moab,” 81 (see also Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 371).

60

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 372 (see also Barrick, “The Bamoth of Moab,” 82).

61

Jones, Howling Over Moab: Irony and Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 178–79.

62

As will presently be argued, this linking of  ַבּי ִתwith  ָבּ ָמהis fairly significant with regard to whether  בָּמוֹתdid
have any sort of structural component associate with them. The reason for this is that, contrary to Barrick’s claim,
 ִמ ְקדָּ שׁalone does not, in itself, require such. Yet, what that is, as will presently be contended, should be understood
via the employment of the phrase בֵּית בָּמוֹת.
63

That is, those visionary experiences relayed in 7:1–8:3.
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Yahweh appears to Amos as נִצָּב על־ ַה ִמּזְ ֵבּ ַח. From there, Yahweh commands that the  ַכפְתּוֹרbe
struck, with the result being the shaking of the  ִספִּים.64  ַכפְתּוֹרsignifies the capital of a pillar, 65
specifically a support pillar according to Stuart.66  ִספִּיםdenotes “threshold, sill.”67 HALOT further
describes it as: “The stone under the door-frame, in which the  אַמוֹתpivots of the door revolves
and, if they are made of basalt, rumble and bang.”68 The two terms, taken together, seem to serve
as a merismus for the whole of the complex.69 Hence, the picture would be that of the collapse of
this cultic structure with the result being indicated by the third clause of v. 1: וּ ְב ַצעַם בְּר ֹאשׁ ֻכּלָם.
With regard to this last clause, according to Jeremias, beginning with Wellhausen, the verb
 ָבּצַע, “to collapse,”70 has been perceived via a western logic. That is, the disintegration of what is
perceived to be a temple results in a literal collapse upon all of “them,” with the pronoun “them”
referring to a crowd supposedly assembled at said temple.71 If this is a literal reference, with an
actual temple in view, then one very likely referent for such an edifice would be Bethel.
Besides the northern focus of the book of Amos, one item in favor of this is the
specification of the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. As we have seen in 1 Kgs 13:1f, as well as 2 Kgs 23:15, the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחis
often employed to refer to the Bethel cult site. We find this same connection in Amos 3:14,
which specifically mentions the  ִמזְבְּחוֹת בֵּית־אֵל. So, it could well be that the allusion to the ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח

64

Hence, understanding the jussive as an indirect jussive, indicating purpose.

65

BDB,  ַכּפְתּוֹרs.v., 1, HALOT,  ַכּפְתּוֹרs.v., 2. Note that elsewhere, it means “knob, bulb.” In this capacity, it
describes the ornaments located on the golden lampstand of the tabernacle (HALOT,  ַכּפְתּוֹרs.v., 1).
66

Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 391; see also Keil and Delitzsch, The Minor Prophets, 10:215.

67

BDB, סַף.
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HALOT,  ;סַףsee also Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 391 and Keil and Delitzsch, The Minor Prophets, 10:215–16.

69

As Keil explains: “The knob and threshold simply express the contrast between the loftiest summit and the
lowest base…” (Keil and Delitzsch, The Minor Prophets, 10:216).
70

There is great controversy as to what this verb actually signifies, which complicates understanding what the
clause actually means (see below).
71

Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 156.
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indicates the Bethel site.72
Still, it must be noted that no actual location is stipulated. Cripps goes so far as to state that
the reference could be to any sanctuary in either Kingdom.73 Most problematic for the Bethel
interpretation, though, is whether Amos viewed such a site as a legitimate Yahwistic sanctuary.74
There are passages, which certainly convey the notion of condemnation for the Bethel site. The
more pertinent question would be whether the condemnation has to do with the illicit nature of
the Bethel  ָבּמָהor not. Amos 3:13 speaks of the destruction of cultic sites located at Bethel. The
context, though, would suggest that this is based on the practice of injustice rather than any sort
of cultic infringement (see 3:10). In 5:5–7, we again have reference to the destruction of Bethel.
As with 3:13, the basis for this would involve the violation of justice. Yet, in this passage, we
also find reference made to seeking Yahweh.
The pericope actually begins with Yahweh commanding the people of the northern
Kingdom to seek ( )דָּ ַרשׁhim (v. 4). He then follows the positive command up with a series of
negative commands, focusing on location (v. 5). The notion conveyed here would still seem to
concern the seeking of Yahweh (especially seeing that the first of these negative commands still
employs the same verb as v. 4: )דָּ ַרשׁ. Hence, the sense conveyed is that the Israelites were not to

72

Anderson and Freedman observe the use of the article “points to the great altar at Bethel” (Francis L.
Anderson and David Noel Freedman, Amos: A New Translation, ABC 24a [New York: Doubleday, 1989], 835).
Yet, against this, Keil as well utilizes the presence of the article to argue against the Bethel location because: on the
basis of 3:14, Bethel is presented as containing many altars; the multiplicity of cultic sites based upon 7:9; and the
equal status of the Danite cultic site to that of Bethel. Hence, he concludes from this last point that “there was not
any one altar in the kingdom of the ten tribes, which could be called hammizbēǎch, the altar par excellence,
inasmuch as it possessed from the very beginning two sanctuaries of equal dignity (viz., at Bethel and Dan)” (Keil
and Delitzsch, The Minor Prophets, 10:215). The only altar that could thus be in view would have been the altar of
burnt-offerings at Jerusalem, hence the Solomonic temple. This, in the least, would thus likely disqualify the
employment of the article to argue for a Bethel local.
73

Cripps, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Amos: The Text of the Revised Version, 255.

74

That the vision, although conveying the notion of judgment, nevertheless seems to subscribe legitimacy to
the site itself would be indicated by the presence of Yahweh in the sanctuary, near or, perhaps even, on the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח.
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seek Yahweh at these specific locations, the first of which was Bethel.75 In this case, it would
seem that the notion of cultic infringement lies at the root of these negative commands. That is,
while positively commanding the people to seek him, Yahweh then follows by specifying where
this action was not to be practiced. The most likely reason for this would be that these places
were considered illegitimate sites for worship.
Additionally, Amos 4:4 refers to the activity taking place at Bethel with the term  ָפשַׁע. The
description of this activity as relayed by vv. 4–5 is cultic in nature.76 Hence, it would seem likely
that, in the least,  ָפשַׁעconcerned cultic infringements. 77 Further, the following verses (6–13)78
speak of the Israelites need to return to Yahweh.79 With these verses juxtaposed to the description
found in vv. 4–5 of the cultic worship the Israelites engaged in, a type of worship which they
“loved” ( )אָהַבto participate in, it would seem likely that such worship is regarded as illegitimate,
since vv. 6–13 have as its constant refrain their need to return to Yahweh. Yet, the activity so
described in vv. 4–5 does not appear to infringe upon that which is legally proscribed for the
worship of Yahweh.80 So, if the cultic infringement is not primarily evinced via the sort of
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The other two being Gilgal and Beer-sheba.

76

In these two verses, we find reference made to four cultic acts: 1) The bringing of the people’s  ;זְ ָבּחִים2) the
bringing of their שׂרוֹת
ְ “( ַמ ְעtithes); 3) the offering up of the “( תוֹדָ הthank-offering) with “( ָח ֵמץleaven;” more on this
shortly); 4)the proclamation of their נְדָ בוֹת.
77

Regarding the employment of שׁע
ַ  ָפ, Stuart observes: “The Israelites “ פשׁעrebellion” was probably of three
aspects: (1) they worshiped at an improper locale; (2) they worshiped in an improper manner (via illegitimate
priests, idols, etc.; ref. 1 Kgs 12:28–33); and (3) they substituted worship for righteous behavior…” (Stuart, Hosea–
Jonah, 338).
78

For a defense of the unity of these verses, see Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 336–37.
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On five occasions (vv. 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11), we see the refrain שׁבְתֶּ ם עָדַ י
ַ א־..

80

This would include the mention of  ָח ֵמץ. It is important to note the type of sacrifice that is being alluded to; it
is a  תּוֹדָ הsacrifice, which as has been observed above, is a sub-category of the שׁ ָל ִמים
ְ זִ ְבחֵי. As noted by Paul, although
leaven was forbidden for blood sacrifices offered upon the altar (Exod 23:18; 24:25; Lev 2:11), for a  תּוֹדָ הsacrifice,
leavened bread was to be utilized in view of the prescription in Lev 7:13. This would have been a part of the
accompanying cultic meal (which a portion of was, in light of v. 14, to be given to the officiating priest). Paul
further contends that, even if the Lev passage is later than the Amos reference, he still holds for its legitimacy and
that such was likely a habitual practice in the northern kingdom (Paul, Amos: A Commentary on the Book of Amos,
141; see also Wolff, Joel and Amos: A Commentary on the Books of the Prophets Joel and Amos, 220; Jeremias, The
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worship engaged in, then it would seem likely that it has to do with where it takes place. That in
the initial address (v. 4) two specific sites, one of which is Bethel,81 are part of the message
would lend credence to this interpretation.
The above analysis, in the least, would seem to cast some doubt as to whether Amos would
view the Bethel site as a legitimate place to find Yahweh standing by or upon a  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח. Yet, it has
been questioned whether the vision should be taken as a literal event. Keil understands the vision
as referring to a symobolic rather than to a real event.82 Yet, Keil’s explanation relies too heavy
upon the clause שׁ ֻכּלָםוּ ְב ַצעַם בְּר ֹא, which, as Paul demonstrates,83 is a very problematic clause.
Hence, in the least, if one is going to argue for a symbolic rather than literal understanding of this
vision, one should look for a firmer basis.
A more reasonable explanation for a symbolic interpretation is provided by Jeremias.
Arguing against the traditional view, that the vision conveys the image of a collapsing temple
crushing an assembled group, Jeremias first observes that nowhere is the collapse of the temple
Book of Amos: A Commentary, 69; Harper, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Amos and Hosea, 94; Mays,
Amos: A Commentary, 75). Anderson and Freedman do offer a different interpretation, but one that would still allow
for the legitimacy of this cultic practice. They stipulate that the  ִמןprep. should be understand as a privative, rather
than partitive, use. Thus, the interpretation would be “without leaven.” They do so on the basis of their
understanding of Amos’s description of these sacrificial acts, noting particularly that such go beyond the established
rules. Hence, while leaven would have been the usual practice, to demonstrate their zealotry, they have chosen to not
utilize such (Anderson and Freedman, Amos: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, 170–71). Still,
it does not seem that Anderson and Freedman are calling the legitimacy of the cultic act into question.
81

The other being Gilgal.

82

Keil notes that the 3mp pronoun suffixed to the verb  ָבּצַעcannot refer to  ַכּפְרוֹתalone, seeing that it is in the
singular. Hence, he concludes that it must also refer to the  ִספִּים. However, in this case, the picture presented cannot
be real, because  ִספִּיםdo not fall on the heads of people. So, he stipulates that the “command has throughout a
symbolical meaning, and has no literal reference to the destruction of the temple” (Keil and Delitzsch, The Minor
Prophets, 10:216).
83

Paul, referring to the clause  וּ ְב ַצעַם בְּר ֹאשׁ ֻכּלָםas a crux interpretum, reviews the various difficulties associated
with it, one of which is the antecedent to the verbal suffix (Paul, Amos: A Commentary on the Book of Amos, 275).
He specifically rejects Keil’s identification of the antecedent with  ַכּפְתּוֹרand  ִספִּים, stipulating that the signification of
this verb (“ ) ָבּצַעsimply does not apply to them” (Paul, Amos: A Commentary on the Book of Amos, 275; for a
discussion of the meaning of the verb as well as the various problems related to this clause, see Paul, Amos: A
Commentary on the Book of Amos, 275–76; Wolff also has a useful discussion of this clause (see Wolff, Joel and
Amos: A Commentary on the Books of the Prophets Joel and Amos, 339–40).
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actually portrayed.84 Rather, what the account emphasizes is the shaking of the  ִספִּים.85 Secondly,
as illustrated by the Jerusalem temple, only the priests would have likely been in the temple
structure itself. This would thus contradict the notion of an assembled crowed located within the
structure, upon whom the facility would collapse.86 Thirdly, and most importantly, “it does not
accord with the fact that what follows (vv. 1b–4) employs completely different notions about the
death of these people, notions among which the double statement—framing the entirety—about
death by sword (vv. 1a, 4a) is particularly striking.”87
For Jeremias, the closest parallel passage and aid to understanding this vision is Isa 6. Via
Isa 6, one is able to perceive that “this sanctuary possesses cosmic dimensions…”88 Hence, when
Yahweh shakes the  ִספִּים,89 this results in the cosmic upheaval described in vv. 1b–4a.90 So, then,
in accordance with Jeremias’s interpretation, this is not a reference to the collapse of a temple,
but a visionary encounter, in which Yahweh strikes the temple’s threshold with the result being
the cosmic upheaval portrayed in vv. 1b–4a.91

84

Hence, one distinction between Jeremias and Keil, as well as with other commentators, is that Jeremias does
not actually view the description of the temple as indicating its destruction.
85

Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 156.
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Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 156.
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Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 156.
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Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 156.
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A part of Jeremias’s explanation also involves the connection between the earthly temple and the heavenly
temple. This connection, which is in accord with the perspective of an ancient, oriental concept, signifies that rather
than two distinct places (the heavenly and the earthly), there is only one dwelling place of God, in which both the
heavenly and earthly congregation worship Yahweh. Only Yahweh, as the sanctuary-founder, can thus strike these
thresholds (Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 156–57). This accords with another aspect of Jeremias’s
treatment of this passage, namely that he regards the original subject of these verbs to have been Yahweh (Jeremias,
The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 156). Yet, there is no textual evidence for such a reading. Hence, this could be
an additional weakness regarding Jeremias’s interpretation, should great necessity be placed upon Yahweh’s striking
the threshold.
90

With this explanation, then, Jeremias is able to harmonize his perceived inconsistency between the
destructive action described in 1a with that described in 1b–4a.
91

In addition to the problem of the subject of the verbal action conveyed in 1a, there is also the problem of the
mention of “( אח ֲִריתָ םthe rest of them”), which would convey the notion that the resulting action in 1b–4 is distinct
from that performed in 1a. That is, the action of 1a results in the death of some, with rest being destroyed by the
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Jeremias, though, still seems to understand that the earthly temple symbolically represented
in this vision would be that located at Bethel.92 Against this, though, lie the above comments
about the legitimacy of the Bethel site as perceived by Amos. It seems more likely that this sort
of connection between temple and the cosmos would have been understood for the Solomonic
temple rather than the Bethel  ָבּמָה. The similarity with Is 6, which Jeremias relies upon, would
seem to support this as well.
In light of all these possibilities and problems with relation to the text, Stuart’s observation
about potential locations for this vision seems warranted:
And what of location? Was Amos in the Bethel temple seeing Yahweh on its altar?
Was he in Jerusalem at the Solomonic temple? Or was he simply seeing a vision of
Yahweh on some unspecified altar? Each of these options has merit, and it is
especially tempting to link this prophecy with the literal destruction of the Bethel
sanctuary by Josiah in 622 BC. (2 Kgs 23:15–16). In the final analysis, however, the
vision seems as easily symbolic as literal, especially in light of the four symbolic
visions that precede it. One simply cannot, therefore, be sure of any particular locus
for the present oracle…93
It would seem, then, that great caution needs to be exercised when drawing any sort of
conclusions from Amos 9:1 as it relates to  ָבּמָה. This is even more the case when it is remembered
that, besides the uncertainty regarding the location of this temple, the word  ָבּמָהdoes not even
occur here.

actions described in 1b–4. Yet, what complicates the matter, is that the original description stipulates that “all of
them” () ֻכּלָם, followed by a mention of a remnant (as noted by Paul, Amos: A Commentary on the Book of Amos,
340). Jeremias explains this as, in light of H. Gese, a stylistic form ,the “irreal synchoresis,” (what appears to be a
illogical statement (in that the 1a represents the total destruction of a group, followed by 1b, which represents a
remnant leftover)), in which, not only is there no exception to this destruction, but also that “the temple-quaking and
the following war [his understanding of vv. 1b–4] belong together as a single event in which the former is the cause,
the latter the consequence…” (Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 157).
92

Jeremias, The Book of Amos: A Commentary, 157.
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Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 391.
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Amos Conclusion
It would seem that Amos, with support from Isaiah, does indicate that the terms  ִמקְדָּ שׁand
ה ָבּ ָמdo function synonymously, at least with regard to the northern Kingdom and Moabite בָּמוֹת.
Yet, that such is the case does not provide sufficient grounds for the claim that  בָּמוֹתsignified
some sort of architectural. The reason for this is that ָ ִמקְדּdoes not simply indicate a temple שׁ
facility, as demonstrated by Haran.94 According to Haran, the term can refer to the whole of the
temple compound and not just the temple proper.95 In post-biblical Hebrew, and only there, the
phrase  בֵּית ִמקְדָּ שׁbecomes the dominant term for the temple.96
With such being the case, then, it would seem necessary to qualify the notion that ִמקְדָּ שׁ
“signifies a sanctuary building or architectural complex…”97 Whereas, it does, in places, seem to
denote an actual structure, in other places, it can, as observed above, refer to the cultic site as a
94

As Haran notes,  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁdoes not always refer to a house of God, rather: “In priestly terminology, it indicates
any article or oject possessing sanctity” (Haran, Temple and Temple Service in Ancient Israel: An Inquiry into the
Character of Cult Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School, 15). Hence, it could refer to such
things as the tithe of the tithe (i.e., the Levitical tithe), as well as the tabernacle vessels. Hence, “middayš appears to
indicate the entire complex of sancta…” (Haran, Temple and Temple Service in Ancient Israel: An Inquiry into the
Character of Cult Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School, 15). Further, he affirms the above
observation that the plural is used to refer to the whole temple grounds, including its various structures and
appurtenances (Haran, Temple and Temple Service in Ancient Israel: An Inquiry into the Character of Cult
Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School, 15).
95

In making this claim, he does so both for the tabernacle (Exod 25:8; Lev 12:4 and 21:12) as well as the
temple. The passages he alludes to with regard to the temple, are those that deal with the idealized temple as
presented in the latter part of Ezekiel.  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁserving to indicate the whole of the temple grounds rather than just the
temple proper does appear to be evident in Ezekiel’s description of his idealized temple (see 43:21; 44:1, 5 and 7–8).
Yet, this also would seem to hold true for the actual temple, as presented in Ezekiel. In the early chapters of Ezekiel,
there is made mention of the defilement of the temple by the Israelites. The first such reference occurs in 5:11, and is
repeated in 8:6. Both verses speak of the Israelites’ “( תּוֹעֲבוֹתabomination”), by which they have defiled Yahweh’s
temple (5:11 further mentions their שׁקּוּצִים
ִ ). Additionally, both utilize the term  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁfor the area being referenced
and both speak of the Lord’s absence from such as a result of their defilement (though via different word choices). It
would further seem to be the case that this defilement is outlined beginning in chapter 8. The provided description
there would indicate that said defilement involved, in the least, the inner court area (see 8:3). Hence, the area defined
by the term  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁwould seem to include the whole of the inner court. With regard to the idealized temple, the whole
complex, including the outer court, appears to be in view, in some instances, when this term is employed. First, in
44:1, 5, the parameters of the  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁwould appear to be identified as extending to the outer court. Additionally, when
atonement is made for the  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁ, more than the temple proper (i.e., the temple building), seem to be in view (45:18–
20). Hence, Haren’s observation about the use of  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁto signify the whole of the complex would seem to be valid.
96

The phrase only occurs once in the OT, 2 Chr 36:17 (Haran, Temple and Temple Service in Ancient Israel:
An Inquiry into the Character of Cult Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School, 15).
97

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 316.
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whole. Hence, it would seem conceivable that  ִמקְדָּ שׁconveys the notion of an area that has been
set apart for cultic activity, without necessarily intimating such an area contains any sort of
structural element. If, on the other hand,  ַבּי ִתis used to describe a  ָבּמָהsite, where also  ִמקְדָּ שׁis
employed, as in Isaiah and Amos, then it would seem more likely that such a site did have some
sort of structural component associated with it.
Whereas, Amos 7:13 may provide some indication that  ַבּי ִתshould be connected to  ָבּמָה, Isa
15:2 does seem to provide stronger support for this correlation. Additionally, it may as well
provide direction as to how such a connection is to be understood, especially in light of Barrick’s
analysis. Specifically, as Barrick observes, 15:2 may well be a reference to בָּתֵ י בָּמוֹת, a phrase
which is found with reference to the  בָּמוֹתof the northern Kingdom as described in the book of
Kings. The utilization of  ַבּי ִת, then, would seem to imply some sort of architectural component to
the  בָּמוֹתso-named. To better understand this element as well as the significance of the phrase,
our examination will now focus upon the phrase בָּתֵ י בָּמוֹת.
וֹתבָּתֵ י־בָּמ
The phrase  בָּתֵ י ַהבָּמוֹתor  בֵּית בָּמוֹתoccurs in the OT on five occasions, all of which are in the
book of Kings.98 Further, it is only utilized in texts which deal with the northern Kingdom. It
could well be, then, that this term is reserved for the  בָּמוֹתof the northern Kingdom.99 Thus, it
could be that the northern  בָּמוֹתwere in some ways distinct from their southern counterparts.100
Yet, in light of the following analysis, it may be best to characterize the  בָּתֵ י־בָּמוֹתas a sub-type of
98

1 Kgs 12:31; 13:32; 2 Kgs 17:29, 32; 23:19

99

LaRocca-Pitts comes to a similar conclusion (LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of
Israelite Cultic Terms in the Bible and Its Early Interpreters, 145).
100

LaRocca-Pitts, for example, points to the possibility that the southern  בָּמוֹתwere smaller than their northern
counterparts (LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Terms in the Bible and Its
Early Interpreters, 145). In line with this, she also proffers that the utilization of the phrase was meant to denigrate
what were extensibly temple structures. This last possibility will be discussed in greater detail later.
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וֹתבָּמ, which were employed exclusively in the northern kingdom, while also allowing for the
possibility that they were used in the southern kingdom, along with other types of  בָּמוֹתsites.101
The following analysis will seek to clarify two factors with respect to the term בֵּית בָּמוֹת.
First, in light of the previous analysis of the Bethel cult site as described Amos 7:13, as well as
the fact that  בֵּית בָּמוֹתis only used with regard to northern בָּמוֹת, it could very well be that the
Bethel site itself was a בֵּית בָּמוֹת. Barrick argues that the reference to  בֵּית בָּמוֹתin1 Kgs 12:32 and 2
Kgs 17:32 should be so understood.102 Hence, in the following, it will be necessary to determine
whether Bethel should be viewed as a בֵּית בָּמוֹת.
The second factor deals with the reason for the use of such a phrase. As will be noted and
reviewed, four possible explanations have been put forward to explain the significance of this
expression. After an evaluation of these four reasons, it will be argued that the employment of
this phrase was for the purpose of indicating a specific category of  ָבּמָה, which was distinguished
by the presence of some sort of physical structure.

Bethel as a בֵּית בָּמוֹת
As stipulated, Barrick argues that Bethel should be viewed as a בֵּית בָּמוֹת. The basis of his
contention lies with the employment of the singular  בֵּיתas opposed to the plural form בָּתֵ י. The
singular is is employed in three of the five passages (1 Kgs 12:31; 2 Kgs 17:29, 32).103 Whereas
Gray chooses to emend the singular examples to read the plural104 and Wray Beal explains these
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Our analysis thus far as provided evidence for, in addition to בַּתֵ י־בָּמוֹת, also rural  בָּמוֹתand urban בָּמוֹת,
especially, ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה.
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The following observations are taken from W. Boyd Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹת
and the Composition of the Kings History,” 623–26.
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The plural form is found in1 Kgs 13:32; 2 Kgs 23:19.

104

Gray, I & II Kings: A Commentary, 313, 653.
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as composite plurals,105 Barrick argues for taking the singular to signify just that: singularity.
Hence, with respect to 1 Kgs 12:31, he argues that rather than viewing this as a reference to
several  בָּמוֹתscattered throughout the countryside, it actually is a singular reference to the  ָבּמָהof
Bethel.106 In support of this, he observes that the adoption of a plural signification does not really
fit the context of 12:26–13:31, seeing that “the entire pericope concerns the sanctuary at
Bethel…”107 Hence, the better possibility is to take the singular  בֵּיתas referring to Bethel.
Likewise, Barrick holds that the two references in 2 Kgs 17 should be understood as
indicating singularity. It is particularly with 17:32,108 though, that he again argues for a specific
reference to Bethel, because of its context, especially in light of v. 28.109 V. 28 records the actions
taken by the Assyrian King at the behest of the newly settled people into the northern territory.
As v. 26 describes, these newly settled émigrés were experiencing lion troubles, in that they were
being eaten by such due to their ignorance as to how to worship the god of that land. Hence, the
King sent back a priest to instruct them in proper worship etiquette. The text stipulates that this
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Wray Beal, 1&2 Kings, 179; also GKC, §124R. As explained above, with a composite plural, the head noun
derives the plural sense from the genitive. Hence,  ַבּי ִתwould still be considered as having a plural sense because the
genitive is plural. Wray Beal’s proposed solutions retains, with Barrick, the MT, as opposed to Gray’s. Yet,
regarding Wray Beal’s explanation, of taking this as a composite plural, Eynikel observes that, according to Joüon,
this construction is “‘extremely rare,’ noting that it only occurs with בית: בית אבות: Exod 6:14; Num. 1:2, 4, etc”
(Erik Eynikel, The Reform of King Josiah and the Composition of the Deuteronomistic History, OS [Leiden: Brill,
1996], 282). In addition, especially with regard to 12:31 and 17:32, as will presently be demonstrated, context would
certainly provide strong support for Barrick’s suggestion that the singular usage in these two verses is due to
reference being made to the Bethel  ָבּ ָמה.
106

Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the Composition of the Kings History,” 624.
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Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the Composition of the Kings History,” 624.

108

With regard to v. 29, Barrick offers two possibilities by which to understand the singular as opposed to the
plural. One way is to, again, regard this as a reference to the Bethel  ָבּ ָמה, in which the various idols of the peoples
have been placed. This is the position of R. de Vaux (Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the
Composition of the Kings History,” 625). The alternative is to regard the expression distributively. That is, the
expression conveys the sense of “each,” thus referencing the individual  בָּמוֹתin the various cities (Barrick, “On the
Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the Composition of the Kings History,” 625–26). After Barrick puts
forward a detailed and highly complex theory of composition, he, based on this compositional theory, opts for the
second posbility (Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the Composition of the Kings History,”
636).
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Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the Composition of the Kings History,” 625.
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priest thus  י ְִיראוּ אֶת־י ִהוָה-מוֹרה א ֹתָ ם אֵי
ָ יֵשֶׁב ְבּבֵית־אֵל ויְהִי. So, we have a reference here to the priest
dwelling in Bethel specifically, and not to any other city (such as Samaria) or to the cities of
Samaria (where the problem was located), for the purpose of instructing the people as to how to
worship Yahweh.
Barrick finds further support for taking v. 32 as referring to a  ָבּמָהat Bethel from the
correspondence between the depiction found here regarding the action of the émigrés to that of
the portrayal of Jeroboam in 12:31–2. He notes two similarities. First, like the new inhabitants,
Jeroboam constructs a  בָּמוֹתhouse in Bethel. Secondly, again in agreement with the action of the
newly settled people, he creates a non-Levitical,  בָּמוֹתpriesthood to oversee the worship of
Yahweh. As he states: “This congruence is surely not serendipitous…”110
These explanations appear quite feasible, especially with regard to 12:31 and 17:32, given
the contextual features. Whereas Barrick further contends that the adoption of the singular over
the plural creates compositional problems, which he subsequently attempts to explain via a
complex redactional theory, such need not be the case.111
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Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the Composition of the Kings History,” 625.
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With regard to 12:31, Barrick contends that the singular reference here presents a complication for the
subsequent mention of ( בָּמוֹתnote the plural) priests by the man of God in 13:2. He stipulates that, although he
makes a prediction of Josiah’s slaughtering of the  בָּמוֹתpriests upon the Bethel altar, the man of God makes no
mention of  בָּמוֹתin the cities of Samaria. “despite the assertion of the old prophet from Bethel that he did (13:32),
and Josiah is not said to have slaughtered any priests at Bethel—two remarkable discrepancies in view of the
prominence of the prophecy/fulfillment scheme in the Kings History as a whole” (Barrick, “On the Meaning of
בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the Composition of the Kings History,” 626).
Of course, understanding these as a “remarkable discrepancies” is more of a subjective evaluation. One could
also understand the subsequent description of the old prophet as original to the account and hence the means by
which the author provides further information about the message of the man of God. Also, it should be recalled that
the above explanation of this passage stipulated that, due to the further elucidation of this passage by the old
prophet, in which he does add a reference to  בָּמוֹתthroughout the country, this indicates a close association between
the Bethel  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand the  בָּמוֹתsystem through the northern Kingdom. Hence, it could be that this sort of association
was original to the old prophet, but one that evinces that this sort of connection was instinctive for this period of
time. As to the second “discrepancy,” it should be noted that in his earlier work (as observed above), Barrick
actually offered a different explanation for this Originally, Barrick stipulated that these discrepancies indicated that
the  בָּמוֹתpriests referenced with regard to the Bethel site also serviced “the battim-bamoth in the other cities of North
Israel (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 315). Hence, even Barrick provides an explanation, which
does not demand the sort of compositional re-ordering which he later calls for. Further, 2 Kgs 23:19 does provide
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The Significance of the Phrase, בֵּית בָּמוֹת
Having already noted that  בֵּית (בָּמוֹת(הis only utilized in Kings with regard to the northern
Kingdom, there still remains the problem as to what it signifies. There are four possible
explanations for such. The first is the reference to the northern Kingdom’s  בָּמוֹתwas for the
purpose of denigrating the cult sites.112 As La-Rocca-Pitts suggest: “Perhaps it is not their bāmôt
that were temples, but their temples that were essentially bāmôt.”113 However, if 1 Kgs 12:31 and
17:32 does indicate that Bethel was a בֵּית בָּמוֹת, then 2 Kgs 23:15 comes into play when
some indication that Josiah did burn the priests upon the Bethel altar. At the end of the verse, we read: ַויַּעַשׂ ָלהֶם כּכָל־
שׁה ְבּבֵית־ ֵאל
ָ שׁר ָע
ֶ שׂים ֲא
ִ  ַה ַמּ ֲע. Hence, whatever deeds he performed at the Bethel altar, he also did at these other altars.
Reversely, it would likely be that the phrase also provides support for understanding that whatever he did at these
other altars, he likewise did at the Bethel altar.
It is to be asked, as well, what level of literalness must be attained before it can be said that an account has
rightly observed the prophecy/fulfillment scheme (if such does exist) of the Kings History? Could it not be just as
possible that, via the presumption that the author/final redactor expected his audience to read these various accounts
holistically, the one account was to inform upon the preceding/subsequent accounts? Hence, no mention is made of
the priests being burned at the Bethel site, because it was already indicated by the original oracle of the man of God.
Rather, in view of the omission of priests-burnings in the cities of Samaria in the original prophecy, the
author/redactor felt it necessary to make mention of it in his Josianic account.
As to 2 Kgs 17:29, Barrick attempts to argue for a compositional problem based upon the reference made to
the Samaritans as the builders of these בָּמוֹת. He contends that both possible explanations of this verse as a singular
present compositional difficulties. With the first explanation (that the nations placed their various idols in the Bethel
) ָבּ ָמה, Barrick avers that this would conflict with 1 Kgs 12:31, which stipulates that it was Jeroboam who made the
( בֵּית בָּמוֹתBarrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  מוֹתבָּתֵ י־ ַה ָבּand the Composition of the Kings History,” 626). As
to the second explanation (that the reference to  בֵּית בָּמוֹתshould be understood distributively), this would conflict
with 2 Kgs 23:19, which indicates that the  בָּתֵ י ַהבָּמוֹתoriginated with the kings of Israel. Note, in both cases, Barrick
is taking the reference to  הַשּׁ ֹ ְמרֹנִיםvery literally. That is, it must be the people, the Samaritans, who built the בָּמוֹת.
Yet, it could well be that Barrick is here misunderstanding the purpose of the reference to הַשּׁ ֹ ְמרֹנִים. In the immediate
context, the focus, as to construction of בָּמוֹת, has been upon the resettled nations. Hence, it could be that the
utilization of  הַשּׁ ֹ ְמרֹנִיםwas simply to clarify the nationality of the original  בָּמוֹתbuilders. Without this qualification,
the natural subject would have been the émigrés. That nationality is the focus here would find confirmation in v. 30,
where the different peoples compromising the newly settled are singled out. Hence, whether Jeroboam or the kings
of the north, both would equally qualify as הַשּׁ ֹ ְמרֹנִים.
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Both Haran and LaRocca-Pitts point to this as a possibility (Haran, Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient
Israel, 25; LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and Its Early
Interpreters, 145).
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LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and Its Early
Interpreters, 145. This also coincides with how she understands the parallel of  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁand  י ִת ַבּto  בָּמוֹתin Isa 15:2 and
16:12, as well as the reference to Jerusalem as a  בָּמוֹתin Mic 1:5, 3:12 (which will be analyzed shortly). While the
Isaianic passages allows for this possible interpretation, the latter certainly does mean such (LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood
and Stone The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and Its Early Interpreters, 147). As to Isaiah,
whereas it is possible that the “lament” as a whole should be understood satirically (per Jones, Howling Over Moab:
Irony and Rhetoric in Isaiah 15–16, 156), there is nothing in the context to suggest that the references to בָּמוֹת
contain any sort of derogatory intent. It is quite difficult to read 16:12, especially, as such. Yet, that such a rhetorical
device is possible for the prophets is clear from Micah, as will be shown.
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discussing the Bethel בֵּית בָּמוֹת. In light of this, then, it does not appear that 23:15 displays any
sort of denigration of the Bethel site via the use of the term itself.114
The second explanation, provided by Welten, is to understand  בֵּית בָּמוֹתas a
“templehöhen.”115 Welten describes these as located in the cities, “neben Anlagen,” and were to
be found “mit Gebauden.”116 In contrast: “Höhen im strengen Sinn wären dann also nur die
Kulstätten außerhalb der festen Siedlungen unter freiem Himmel.”117 Yet, as Barrick rightly
observes, this sort of compartmentalization breaks down in view of 2 Kgs 23:5 and 8, as well as
2 Kgs 17:9f, seeing that there  בָּמוֹתare described as situated within an urban setting.118
The third possibility is that this involved some sort of linguistic distinction between the
vocabulary of North-Israelite and that of Judahite. This appears to be Barrick’s position. The
primary reason for his adoption of this, though, appears to be solely the fact that the phrase
בָּתֵ י בָּמוֹת/ בֵּיתis only used for non-Judahite installations, while  בָּמוֹתis used indiscriminately.119 The
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In the first place, the term  ַבּי ִתis completely absent. The Bethel  בֵּית בָּמוֹתis simply referred to as a  ָבּ ָמה, in
which case the notion that the utilization of  ָבּ ָמהto denigrate the  ַבּי ִתof Bethel would seem to suffer a partial setback.
In conjunction with this, the description of the Bethel  ָבּ ָמה, especially the reference to the cultic apparatus (the ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח
and the שׁ ָרה
ֵ ) ֲא, corresponds to the descriptions found of  בָּמוֹתin the southern Kingdom, where it would seem unlikely
that the word  ָבּ ָמהis only utilized for derision. Hence, it seems improbable that the cultic sites of the northern
Kingdom, as reflected by, perhaps, the chief northern  בֵּית בָּמוֹתat Bethel, were actually temples that were
subsequently denigrated by the Deuteronomist through the utilization of the term  ָבּ ָמה.
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Welten argues for four classes of sanctuaries in Israel. The first he classifies as a Central Sanctuary, which
would have been the Jerusalem Temple. The second category would have been royal sanctuaries, of which he lists
Bethel and Dan The third category would have then been the “templehöhen,” with the final being the simple בָּמוֹת
(Peter Welten, “Kulthöhe und Jahwetempel,” ZDPV 88 [1972]: 35–36).
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Welten, “Kulthöhe und Jahwetempel,” 35.
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Welten, “Kulthöhe und Jahwetempel,” 35.
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Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  בָּתֵ י־ ַהבָּמוֹתand the Composition of the Kings History,” 642.
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Barrick, “On the Meaning of בֵּית־ ַה/ בָּמוֹתand  מוֹתבָּתֵ י־ ַה ָבּand the Composition of the Kings History,” 642.
While positing this as a possible explanation, though, Barrick provides no support for such. For Barrick, it would
seem that the phrase itself cannot connote any sort of structural element, in and of itself, seeing that he understands
 בָּמוֹתas signifying a temple-like structure. Due possibly to this, Barrick seems to struggle with the phrase בֵּית בָּמוֹת.
At one place, he stipulates that  בֵּית בָּמוֹתcould refer either to the cult building itself or the whole cultic complex (with
 ָבּ ָמהserving to indicate the other; Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament, 376). Yet, he makes no argument
for architectural sophistication for  בָּמוֹתbased on the utilization of the term  ַבּי ִת. Rather, to arrive at such a distinction
between  בֵּית בָּמוֹתand  ָבּ ָמה, it is necessary to presuppose that  ָבּ ָמהsignifies a temple-like installation. Hence, he
concludes that “we have found no criteria in the text for clearly distinguishing between the semantic content of the

217

significant problem here, though, as Barrick himself points out, is that it is not found in Hosea,
the one place where such would most likely be expected due to some sort of regional distinction,
seeing that Hosea employs ( בָּמוֹתHos 10:8) rather than בַּתֵ י בָּמוֹת.
The fourth possibility, as put forward by Schunck, is that the word  ַבּי ִתis used to indicate
the presence of שׁכָּה
ְ  ִל.120 He basis this on the mention of שׁכָּה
ְ  ִלin combination with a  ָבּמָהin 1 Sam
9:22, a passage treated above. He stipulates: “Die  במהwies also—zumindest in mehreren
Fällen—als Bestandteil ihres kultischen Bereichs noch ein Gebäude für die Opfermahle auf,—ob
dies eine Halle oder nur eine Hütte oder ein massiver Raum war, ist dabei von untergeordneter
Bedeutung.”121 However attractive this might be, there are two problems with this theory. First,
this notion does not take into account the use of the phrase with only the northern Kingdom’s
בָּמוֹת. Secondly, the example he uses for his supposition, 1 Sam 9, does not even employ the
phrase בֵּית בָּמוֹת.
Yet, Schunck’s explanation does take into account the addition of the term  ַבּי ִת, the one
factor that clearly indicates something particular to these בָּמוֹת. Further, Schunck appears to be
generally correct to view some sort of structural addendum as being inferred with the
employment of the term  ַבּי ִת. In line with this, it’s use in 1 Kgs 12 and 2 Kgs 17 provides a
possible answer for what sort of facility was added to a  ָבּמָה.
As 1 Kgs 12:28 indicates, among Jeroboam’s cultic infringements was his guilt over the
manufacture of the ֶעגְלֵי זָהָב. According to the subsequent verse, he placed one of these at Dan and

two” (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament, 376). In his later work, he then posits the possibility of
differing regional uses. As will presently be argued, though, the most likely distinction is simply the addition of the
word  ַבּי ִת. What would seem to be the most straightforward explanation is that the certain  בָּמוֹתdiffered from their
others in that they evinced some sort of structural component. In this case, then, such would present a major hurdle
for Barrick’s understanding of בָּמוֹת.
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K. D Schunck, “Zentralheiligtum, Grenzheiligtum und 'Höhenheiligtum' in Israel,” Numen 18 (1971): 139.
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the other at Bethel. Considering the above argument, that the  בֵּית בָּמוֹתof v. 31 should be regarded
as referring to the Bethel site, this would thus provide support for understanding the place of the
 ֶעגְלֵי זָהָבas being the  בֵּית בָּמוֹתof Bethel. What is possibly inferred in 12:31 is explicitly stated in
17:29; that is, the newly settled peoples placed their הִים%ֱא122 in the בֵּית בָּמוֹת.123
Hence, both passages would seem to indicate that the  בֵּית בָּמוֹתwas a place where images
were consigned.124 It could well be, then, that the  בָּמוֹתof the northern Kingdom further
developed or, perhaps more likely, exclusively utilized the  בָּמוֹתsystem for idolatrous worship. In
this case, the addition of  ַבּי ִתwould represent the actual housing unit in which the images were
kept. There is archaeological evidence which may well illuminate the sort of facilities thus
utilized.
In and around Israel, there have been discoveries of what is referred to as model shrines.125
He holds this latter position very cautiously. Zevit notes that, of such discoveries, four have an
Israelite origin.126 Zevit holds that these shrines were actually miniatures of true shrines, kiosks
or chapels, which contained “portable images, icons, or other sacred objects.”127 Additionally, he
calculates the approximate size of such shrines via the size of the figurines associated with the
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Presumably the images of such.
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One should also recall the close correspondence in these two accounts, as demonstrated by Barrick.
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This would seem to be the position, as well, of Vincent (see L. –H Vincent, “La Notion biblique du HautLieu,” RB 40 [1948]: 247).
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The following is taken from Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches,

336–38.
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The location where these four shrines were discovered was Dan, Tel Rekhesh, Tirzah (Tell Ell Farʿah) and
Jerusalem Cave 1 (Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 336).
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Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 339. The model shrines as
well often contained some sort of image (Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic
Approaches, 329).Other shrines, which were found to contain no such image, could have housed portable images or
represented the indwelling presence of a deity by the presence of “stylized designs on the façade.” (Zevit, The
Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 329).
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models.128 On this basis, he arrives at a size ranging from 150-200cm in height and 70-80cm in
width.129 The depth of such shrines would have ranged from 70 to 150 cm. He thus stipulates:
“According to my hypothesis, shrines and wayside chapels, ranging between the size of a
telephone booth and that of a generous walk-in closet, were a characteristic feature of the SyroPalestinian countryside and were found in both Israel and Judah during the Iron Age.”130
Similar to a temple, such shrines were conceived as places “where a deity dwelt, or resided
regularly or occasionally, or where a deity could be called to presence and immanence.”131 Yet,
there were important differences between such kiosks/chapels and temples, especially Israelite
temples. This involved a different set of rituals, indicated by the more elaborate structure of the
temple, which placed the niche in a more inaccessible location. Further, he stipulates that a
different theology characterized both places, which, in line with the last point, involved the
notion of immanence.
While one cannot make a direct connection between  בֵּית בָּמוֹתand these model shrines on
the basis of the textual evidence, still the use of  ַבּי ִתto qualify  בָּמוֹתin passages where the
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Zevit makes clear that he is assuming that the figurines “were of humans scaled down to the same ratio as
the shrines” (Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 339).
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He notes that such shrines found in Moab could have been three times the height. He specifies that the
model shines found at Tel Rekhesh “may have stood 180 to 200 cm. high” (Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A
Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 339).
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Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 340. His inclusion of Judah
does not necessarily contradict the case which has thus been made. Whereas,  בֵּית בָּמוֹתis used exclusively for
northern בָּמוֹת, and this is a key element in understanding the purpose of the phrase, this does not necessitate that
they were only located in the northern Kingdom. Rather, as has been stipulated, the use of the  בָּמוֹתin the north was
exclusively for worship, which included images. The southern counterpart, as we have seen, likely included the
same category of בָּמוֹת, but not exclusively. Rather, as argued above, some were employed in Yahwistic worship, in
which case, images were possibly not utilized and hence there would be no need for such a structural element. So, it
could well be that  בָּתֵ י ַהבָּמוֹתwere located in the south, but not were not the unique cult site as in the north. This
would find further support from Isa 15:2, in that Moabite worship likely employed images as well; hence, they
would also include some sort of housing unit for such images.
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Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 340. Zevit regards the
utilization of models as providing indirect access to the shrine: “They may have functioned like a telephone when
face-to-face conversation was not physically possible” (Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of
Parallactic Approaches, 340).
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presence of idols are indicated, would seem to point in a similar direction as such shrines. That
is, the distinguishing features of the northern ( בָּמוֹתas well as the Moabite  )בָּמוֹתinvolved some
sort of architectural feature. As they could be located in gate-complexes, mountainous regions or
valleys as well as urban areas, servicing both Yahwistic and non-Yahwistic cults, they as well
could posses, as secondary features, some sort of housing unit for images.
Yet, such were still fundamentally  בָּמוֹתsites, in that they share the same essential elements
common to sites simply labeled as בָּמוֹת. In other words, they were predominantly altar sites,
adorned with  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ַמצֵּבוֹת. The dominant cultic function was the שׁ ָלמִים
ְ זֶבַח, which was
supervised by a  בָּמוֹתpriesthood. Here, then, we see the functional or utilitarian nature of בָּמוֹת
coming to the forefront.
In light of this, then, it must be contended that the utilization of  ַבּי ִתto further denote תבָּמוֹ
does not indicate that בָּמוֹת, essentially, were cultic sites, which were characterized by some sort
of architectural element. The employment of  ַבּי ִתto further qualify the term  ָבּמָהactually
corroborates the reverse. That is, because of the necessity to utilize such a term to further
describe  בָּמוֹתand that such a term, in itself, would serve to indicate some sort of facility, this
would provide strong support for the argument that  בָּמוֹתwere not fundamentally temple-like
structures.  תֵ י ָבּ ַהבָּוֹתwere a sub-category of בָּמוֹת, which included an architectural feature not
essential to  בָּמוֹתsites generally.132
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Zevit goes on to equate these model shrines with the word  ַח ָמּנִים, based on the utilization of the verbs גָדַ ע
and שׂ ַרף
ָ . He also factors into the discussion the work of Xella, who, he stipulates, “suggests that the word refers to
small cultic structures, canopies that protected the altar and cult image, or the like and that they were associated with
Baal” (Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 340). It should be noticed that
this, then, follows the more current understanding of  ַח ָמּנִים, which holds that the word indicates some sort of
structural facility. It is quite tempting to follow Zevit here, but, even he describes the evidence for such a conclusion
as “thin” (Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of Parallactic Approaches, 340). Furthermore, as
shown above, the word  ַח ָמּנִים, in the OT, does not seem to refer to any sort of cultic facility, but a cultic object.

221

Text-Critical Challenges
Many text-critical issue with regard to the various passages which inform upon the subject
of  ָבּמָהhave already been dealt with at the appropriate places. Those passages, though, while
posing text-critical problems, still unquestionably referenced the term  ָבּמָה. The following will
then focus on five passages where the issue itself concerns whether the word בָּמוֹת ָבּ/ מָהactually
should be regarded as original. The passages in question are: Jer 17:3; 26:18 (Mic 3:12); Ezek
36:2; 43:7; Mic 1:5.133
This analysis will seek to accomplish the following. First, the issue itself will be clarified,
especially providing the alternative reading to the MT. Second, a synopsis will provide the
possible solutions for the problem. After which, the impact of the adopted proposal upon the
present study will be discussed. Finally, an attempt will be made to arrive at some sort of
conclusion regarding the correct reading.
Jeremiah 17:3
Text-Critical Issue
The problem associated with this passage concerns the absence of the phrase ! בָּמ ֹתֶ יin the
Targums and the Peshitta. Additionally, BHS proposes that the reading should be  ִבּ ְמחִיר, which
would thus harmonize with Jer 15:13.

Proposed Solutions
Retention of the MT
Perhaps the best defense for the current reading is that of lectio difficilior praeferenda.
Without the addition of !בָּמ ֹתֶ י, the subsequent prepositional phrase ( ) ְבּ ַחטָּאתfollows more
133

The examination will only focus upon those passages which do or could relate to the cultic nuance for  ָבּ ָמה,
and not on any text-critical issues regarding the non-cultic use of the word.
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smoothly from the previous clause, seeing that this would provide the sense that Yahweh gave
away their  ַחי ִלand their  אוֹצְרוֹתas a price for all their sins.134 It could thus be argued that the
addition of ! בָּמ ֹתֶ יcomplicates the reading. The mention of such is unexpected. Further, it may be
contended that it is difficult to reconcile the mention of  ַחי ִלand  אוֹצְרוֹתwith בָּמוֹת, especially if one
understands these words to stand parallel to the others.135 In light of this possible structure, it
would additionally seem to cast a more favorable light upon בָּמוֹת, seeing that  ַחי ִלand אוֹצְרוֹת
could be considered as positive terms, than what would be warranted from Jeremiah’s
presentation elsewhere.136
The potential problem here, though, is whether there is a way to understand the present
text, which could conceivably have been perceived by subsequent copyist. So, for instance, one
hypothetical interpretation would be that, even with  בָּמוֹתstanding in close connection with the
two previous terms, it is still possible to read the word with a negative connotation. The
reference to  בָּמוֹתcould actually define what the Israelites regard as their  ַחי ִלand their אוֹצְרוֹת.
Moreover, the  ְבּpreposition prefixes to  ַחטָּאָהwould perhaps serve as beth essentiae, indicating
the nature of the “( בָּמוֹתyour  בָּמוֹתfor sin”), with  נָתַ ןinferred. Another possible interpretation is
provided by Keil, who holds that the final clause, which he takes as being in apposition to the
first half of the verse, sets forth “the reason why the whole land, the mountain of the Lord, and
all the substance of the people, are to be delivered to the enemy; because, viz., the whole land
has been defiled by idolatry.”137 Note, his explanation of this text does not even understand בָּמוֹת
as defining the two previous terms, yet it still provides a negative connotation for בָּמוֹת.
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In this case, the  ְבּpreposition would be a  ְבּof price.
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Which could certainly be the case, seeing that the final clause contains no verb, and, hence, it is very likely
that the verb of the second clause, נָתַ ן, should be understood with the third clause.
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Of which, see the various sections above dealing with  בָּמוֹתin Jeremiah.
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(Keil and Delitzsch, Jeremiah, Lamentations, 174).
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Of course, the purpose here is not so much to provide an explanation for the present text,
but to evaluate the likelihood that the MT should be retained because of its being the more
difficult reading. The presumption, of course, is that the Targums’s and the Peshitta’s copyist felt
the need to “smooth out” this difficult reading, by simply omitting ! ֶבָּמ ֹת. The above explanation,
in the least, cautions against too quick of deference for such an argument.

Alternative Reading
Some commentators, it would seem, prefer (with BHS) to read  ִבּ ְמחִירdue to the similarity
of this verse with 15:13.138 Allen proffers the explanation that  בָּמוֹתwas actually a gloss, which
“originated as a contextually appropriate annotation to explain ‘sin,’ but it was wrongly taken as
a correction of the adjacent similar looking word…”139 Of course, the problem here is that there
is no textual evidence for reading  ִבּ ְמחִירfor !בָּמ ֹתֶ י. The Targus and the Peshitta only indicate the
absence of the phrase.

Implications
If the MT is retained, this would provide further support for the above contention that בָּמוֹת
were to be associated with  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, seeing that such are mentioned in v. 2. It would also
provide further support for the association of the  בָּמוֹתwith the phrase from Deut 12:2, עַל־ ֶהה ִָרים
ה ָָרמִים ועַל־ה ְגּבָעוֹת וְתַ חַת כָּל־עֵץ ַר ֲענָן, again based on the presence of a variant form of such in v. 2.
Contextually, it would seem that v. 2 and v. 3 are referring to the same cultic sites.
Should it be decided, though, that an alternative reading is preferred, this would not affect
the previous argument, seeing that the contention thus presented has not relied upon Jer 17:3.
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See, for example, Leslie C. Allen, Jeremiah: A Commentary, OTL, (Louisville, KY: Westminster John
Knox, 2008), 197; J.A. Thompson, The Book of Jeremiah, NICOT (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1980), 417;
William McKane, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremiah, 2:386.
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Allen, Jeremiah: A Commentary, 197. Note, the adjacent word would be  ִבּ ְמחִי.ר
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Still, it would exclude a passage which evinces a very strong connection between these various
items.

Conclusion
It would seem more likely that ! בָּמ ֹתֶ יwas a later addition, than that it was intentionally or
inadvertently omitted from the Targums and the Peshitta. Whereas, it may have presented a
challenge, the reading itself does not appear so difficult as to be later excluded from the text. The
above explanation, in the least, demonstrates that its current placement can be explicated. It
might be argued that such an interpretation was beyond the perception of a copyist, but that is a
difficult thing to justify.
One other factor that may have influenced the later inclusion of  בָּמוֹתand also corresponds
well with Allen’s explanation of the  בָּמוֹתas originating as a gloss that was subsequently inserted
into the text is the possibility that a later copyist, noticing the various items found in v. 2,
associated these with  מוֹת ָבּand, hence, added such to the margin of the text or into the text
directly. That is, the gloss or interpolation was made because, as this study has demonstrated,
such items as  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ִמזְבְּחוֹתas well as the phrase from Deut 12:2 (or its variant, as here), was
routinely associated with  בָּמוֹתin other passages.
Jeremiah 26:18/Micah 3:12
Text-Critical Issue
The phrase in question here is  ְלבָמוֹת יָעַר. It would appear that Jeremiah is quoting the Micah
passage, so the issue in both cases involves variant readings found in the LXX and Peshitta. The
LXX replace  ְלבָמוֹתwith εἰς ἄλσος, hence understanding the phrase as referring to “groves.” The
Peshitta replaces  ְלבָמוֹתwith lbjt (“to the house”). Additionally, BHS desires to emend the text to
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read  ְל ָבהֲמוֹת, which would thus conform to Mic 5:7.

Proposed Solutions
Retention of the MT
It would seem likely that, with regard to the Peshitta, lbjt would be an effort at
harmonization with the previous word. As to the use of εἰς ἄλσος, this could be a case of the
copyist making an exegetical alteration. As Keown, Scalise and Smothers explains: ”In the OT
במות, “high places,” were worship sites, regularly associated with trees (e.g., 2 Kgs 16:4)…”140
Hence, a later copyist utilized εἰς ἄλσος based upon this precedent.

Alternative Reading
There appears to be little reason for accepting the alternatives found in the LXX or the
Peshitta. A stronger case would seem possible for accepting the proposal made by the BHS. With
 ְל ַבהֲמוֹת יָעַן, the text would thus be speaking about “beasts of the forests,” rather than  בָּמוֹתof the
forests.141 Wolff adopts this reading on the basis of four reasons: A) the unusual plural form;142 B)
its being in construct with ;יָעַר143 C) the utilization of the  ְלpreposition; D) such a rendering
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Gerald L. Keown, Pamela J. Salise and Thomas G. Smothers, Jeremiah 26–52, WBC 27, (Dallas, TX:
Words, 1995), 4.
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Certain commentators also hold to such (see, for instance with regard to Jeremiah, William Lee Holladay,
Jeremiah 2: A Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Jeremiahs, Chapters 26–52, Hermeneia, (Minneapolis, MN:
Fortress, 1989), 101; with regard to Micah, Hans Walter Wolff, Micah: A Commentary, trans. Gary Stansell;
(Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg, 1990), 92; Delbert R. Hillers, Micah: A Commentary of the Prophet Micah,
Hermeneia, (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984), 47.
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Various versions do alter the pl. to the sg. The plural form is suspect due to its standing parallel to הַר ַה ַבּי ִת
(“mountain of the house”).
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As Keown, Scalise and Smothers observe, by understanding  ַבהֲמוֹת, this would result in a consistent
agricultural image with the rest of the verse. Further, animals occupying deserted cities is a common theme in
judgment oracles. Yet, they quickly qualify this last point by stipulating that  ְב ֵה ָמהis never used in this way in the
rest of the OT. Whereas the phrase does occur in Mic 5:7, it does so without reference to judgement (Keown,
Scalise, Smothers, Jeremiah 26–52, 4).
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would correspond better with the preceding words of threat.144 A variation on this explanation is
put forward by Fishbane, who, accepting the present consonantal text, nevertheless takes this to
signify “beasts.” He does so by explaining the alteration as a northern dialectical variation on the
Judean  ְבּ ֵהמָה. In support of this, he further notes the practice in the north of eliding the
 הconsonant.145

Implication
Should one accept the MT and that this is not a non-cultic reference,146 that it is appearing
in construct with  יַעַרcould provide further confirmation of some such sites being located in more
rural areas. Further, seeing that this reference occurs in a judgment oracle, specifically as the end
result of Yahweh’s wrath against Jerusalem, this would seem to provide some indication about
the status of such sites, at least by the time of Micah. Specifically, it would seem to indicate that
a  ָבּמָהsite was inferior to a  ַבּי ִת, when  ַבּי ִתsignifies a temple-like structure on the scale of the
Jerusalem Temple.147
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Wolff, Micah: A Commentary, 92.
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Michael A. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985), 459 n. 3.
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To view this as a non-cultic reference has solid support, both in the textual transmission, modern
commentators and translations. Waltke argues for a non-cultic, specifically, topographical signification (as do some
translations; see ESV, NRSB and NIV as examples). He observes that “Symmachus and Theodotian allowed only a
geographical sense: ‘height’ and ‘hill’ respectively” (Bruce K. Waltke, “Micah,” in The Minor Prophets: An
Exegetical and Expository Commentary, ed. Thomas Edward McComiskey [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic,
1998], 673). He further points to the clearly cultic use of the term in Mic 1:5, explaining that, since Jerusalem has
already been referenced as a בָּמוֹת, this precludes the notion that it will thus become such as a result of judgment. He
further contends that “the judgment presumably transformed it into something else, other than a pagan high place
(Waltke, “Micah,” 673). Against this, though, is the notion that the reference in Micah to  בָּמוֹתwas employed as a
derogatory term, with the effect of denigrating the status of the Jerusalem temple (as LaRocca-Pitts points out;
LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and its Early Interpreters,
147). Hence, 3:12, with its notion of judgment, would serve to indicate that the temple had fallen in stature to the
status of a  ָבּ ָמה. As to the notion that Jerusalem, in 1:5, has already been reckoned as a  ָבּ ָמה, this may be demanding to
great of literalness from Micah. It could be that in both cases, we are dealing with prophetic rhetoric, rather than a
literal description. Further, 1:5 would seem to indicate more about the cultic violations taking place in Jerusalem
(note  בָּמוֹתis there parallel to שׁע
ַ ) ֶפ, in that  בָּמוֹתrepresented such violations.
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Per LaRocca-Pitts (LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the
Bible and its Early Interpreters, 147).
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One final note concerns the use of the plural, where one would more likely expect the
singular.148 This would support the above observation that the plural form is utilized for a
singular site (as we have seen in 2 Kgs 23:8). One possible explanation for this, which was
previously advocated for, is to view the use of the plural here as a plural of local extension.149

Conclusion
It would seem preferable to retain the MT over the alternative readings in the LXX and the
Peshitta. As noted above, the Peshitta appears to be attempting to harmonize with the previous
use of  ַבּי ִת. As to the LXX, in light of Keown, Scalise and Smothers’s explanation, it would seem
likely the alteration is made on exegetical grounds.
Of greater merit is the possibility that  בָּמוֹתshould be read as  ַבהֲמוֹת. Yet, although Wolff’s
arguments do carry some weight, such can be answered.150 Further, the strongest point telling
against it is the lack of any textual support in the manuscripts. Fishbane’s proposal suffers from
the same lack of textual support. Even the LXX, as explained by Keown, Scalise and Smothers,
actually serves to support the בָּמוֹת, reading, in that such an exegetical alteration would only be
possible if בָּמוֹת, with a cultic nuance, served as the underlying term in the Hebrew vorlage.
Hence, again, the MT is to be preferred.
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As many versions do.
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See GKC, 124a.
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Two of his argument, the use of the plural and the utilization of  בָּמוֹתto indicate judgment have been
answered (the plural being that of a plural of extension and the notion of judgment being conveyed via the
derogatory facet in the use of such a term). As to the employment of the  ְלpreposition, it should be noted that this
clause is verbless. The likely inference is that the verb of the prior clause,  ָהי ָה, is to be read here. In this case, ָהי ָה
plus the  ְלis often used for the sense of “to become,” which would fit perfectly in this context. The most significant
point, then, would be the construction of  בָּמוֹתwith יַעַר. Yet, this alone, does not seem to suffice for the alteration of
the text. Further, as noted above, the alteration, taking  ְבּ ֵה ָמהwith יַעַר, does not occur in the OT in judgment oracles;
in which case, its rarity also stands out.
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Ezekiel 36:2
Text-Critical Issue
The phrase in question is בָּמוֹת עוֹלָם. The LXX reads ἔρηµα for בָּמוֹת, which would likely
signify שׁ ְממַת
ִ in the underlying Hebrew vorlage. It should further be observed that the LXX
renders this as a sg. rather than the pl., presumably for the purpose of agreement with the verb
() ָהי ְתָ ה.

Proposed Solutions
Retention of the MT
Those who advocate for the MT’s reading usually explain the LXX as an effort at
assimilation with 35:9, where we find שׁמְמוֹת
ִ in construct with עוֹלָם, as here.151

Alternative Reading
Some commentators prefer the LXX reading.152 Zimmerli’s prefers such because of the
oddity of the phrase בָּמוֹת עוֹלָם, as a construct form.153 It should be noted that, according to
Allen,154 it is possible that the underlying Hebrew term is שַׁמּוֹת, a word that occurs in 36:3, a
reading which Barrick seems to prefer.155 One possible problem for Barrick is that, as used here,
 בָּמוֹתcould be employed with a possible topographical nuance, which the context would strongly
suggest for the term.156 As indicated in chapter one, this concerns the wider discussion of the
151

See for example Moshe Greenberg, Ezekiel 21–37: A New Translation and Commentary, ABC, 22a (New
York: Doubleday, 1997), 717; Block, Ezekiel 25–40, 324; Allen, Ezekiel 20–48, 168.
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For example, see Eichrodt, Ezekiel, 488 and Cooke, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of
Ezekiel, 386.
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Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2, 227.

154

Allen, Ezekiel 20–48, 168.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 153.
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Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 152 and his discussion of this passage in Barrick, BMH as
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lexical range for  בָּמוֹתwith regard to its non-cultic usage. Barrick rejects a topographical nuance
for the non-cultic use and rather understand such to denote an anatomical sense.157 Yet, this
would require the acceptance of a word, שַׁמּוֹת, which, apart from v. 3, where there appears to be
some question as to its rightful translation,158 is only found elsewhere in Ps. 46:9.

Implications
If a cultic nuance is correct, it would link such sites to mountainous regions, considering
that the reference as indicated in v. 1 and v. 4 are the ה ֵָרי יִשׂ ְָראֵל. It should be noted, though, the
context does heavily favor a topographical nuance.

Conclusion
It is difficult to understand how שׁמְמוֹת
ִ was altered to בָּמוֹת.159 It is far easier to see the LXX
attempting to harmonize with 35:9, especially seeing that the word  עוֹלָםoccurs in both
references, than to view the MT having corrupted an original שׁמְמוֹת
ִ . Hence, the MT is perhaps
preferable.

Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When Not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena
in Biblical and Post-biblical Hebrew, 101–2.
157

For a review of his position regarding the anatomical versus the topographical sense for non-cultic  ָבּ ָמה, see
Barrick, Bamah as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to
Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 107–10. It seems that he only allows for a topographical
denotation to  ָבּ ָמהwith regard to 2 Sam 1:19a and 1:25b. Yet, even here he stipulates that “the testimony of these
passages is equivocal at best” (Barrick, Bamah as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word
BMH When not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 106).
158

Further, Cooke understands the phrase שׁא ֹף
ָ שׁמּוֹת ְו
ַ as an “uncertain translation” (Cooke, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Ezekiel, 386; see also his discussion on the various explanations of this
verse, 394).
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A point Barrick also observes (Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament, 153). On this account, שׁמּוֹת
ַ
would be an attractive alternative, if not for the difficult of the word.
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Ezekiel 43:7
Text-Critical Issue
As noted in the first chapter, this passage serves as Albright’s intepretive crux with regard
to his contention that the word  ָבּמָהsignfied funerary cairns. The MT has  בָּמוֹתָ םas the last phrase
of v. 7. Multiple medieval Hebrew manuscripts, Thedotian’s translation and the Targums read
“( בְּמוֹתָ םin their dying/deaths”). The LXX has ἐν µέσῳ αὐτῶν, “in their midst.” The Peshitta
would be translated as “and by their idols.”160 So, there is very strong textual grounds for
accepting an alteration here.

Proposed Solutions
Retention of the MT
The text, as it stand, does make good sense. This is especially so when it is recognized that
either the noun is serving as an adverbial accusative or that a presumed  ְבּpreposition has been
elided for phonetic reasons161 or it may be an example of haplography.162 This would not be the
only place in Ezekiel where  ֶפגֶרand  ָבּמָהare referenced in close contextual proximity to one
another. In Ezek 6:5, we find the notice that Yahweh vowed to place the corpses of the Israelites,
 ִפּג ְֵרי ְבּנֵי יִשׂ ְָראֶל, before גִּלּוּלֵיהֶם. This warning occurs in the same oracle of judgment that also
speaks of Yahweh annihilating their ( בָּמוֹתv. 6). Considering that, as has been repeatedly argued,
the  ִמזְבְּחוֹתmentioned in v. 5 are likely connected to the  בָּמוֹתand that, due to the parallel structure
of v. 5, the  ִגּ ֻלּלִיםare likely to be found at the  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, hence at the בָּמוֹת, this would thus indirectly
connect  ֶפּגֶרwith  ָבּמָה. One of the chief differences between 6:5–6 and 43:7, though, would be
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As understood by Cooke, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Ezekiel, 474.
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that the Israelites are responsible for the placement of the  ִפּג ְִריםin 43:7, while it is Yahweh in
6:5. Yet, if, as will be further explored shortly, 43:7 concerns the notion of some sort of death
cult, then this might provide insight into the threat found in Ezek 6.

Alternative Reading
The most probable alternative reading is בְּמוֹתָ ם. The LXX’s ἐν µέσῳ αὐτῶν would likely
indicate  ְבּק ֶֶרבor !בִּתוֹ163 as the underlying Hebrew phrase (with a 3 mp suffix). Perhaps, with !בְּתוֹ,
one could argue for a graphic similarity between the two words, which resulted in  בָּמוֹתָ םfor
בְּתוֹכָם, but this seems unlikely. It could be that the LXX was attempting to assimilate the second
clause with the first part of v. 7, where ! בְּתוֹis employed. This would provide greater
correspondence between the two halves. Or, more likely, it was done to provide harmonization
with v. 9, where very similar wording occurs in the description of the offenses committed by the
Israelites, from which Yahweh commands them to desist (compare the latter part of v. 9 to that
of v. 7). The Peshitta is likely attempting its own harmonization, but this time with Ezek 6:5,
where, as we have just observed, we find the use of  ֶפּגֶרas being placed לִפּנֵי ִגּלְוּלִים. Hence, the
more likely alternative would be בְּמוֹתָ ם. As with the MT, this too makes good sense in the present
context.

Implications
Of the text-critical passages, this perhaps offers the most intriguing of possibilities. If the
MT is retained, it likely intimates the existence of a cult of the dead at  בָּמוֹתsites. As Block
explains, there are two possible ways by which v. 7 could be understood, both of which depends
upon how one understands ם ִפּג ְִרי. If, in line with chapter 6, the word it taken to mean “corpses,”
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then it could signify the royal graves, which are further hypothesized to be located in the temple
precinct.164 The presence of such in the temple area would have thus resulted in the pollution of
this sacred zone. Yet, as Block stipulates: “But no such tombs have been discovered near enough
to the Solomonic temple grounds to be considered defiling the temple; moreover, most of the
kings were buried ‘in the city of David,’ some distance from the temple area.”165
The alternative view takes  ִפּג ְִריםas refering to “some aspect of the cult of the dead.“166 This
is fruther related to Lev 26:30, where it speaks of the  ִפּג ְֵרי גִּלּוּלִים. According to this view, Lev
26:30 should not be translated as “corpses of the dead,” but rather has to do with a death cult,
which, further, is likely has to do with ancestral worship. Hence, Block concludes: “Accordingly,
Ezekiel has in mind the veneration of the deified spirits of Israel’s royal ancestors, analogous to
the cult of the dead at Ugarit.”167 Hence, such an interpretation would thus indicate that the site of
such a cult was בָּמוֹת.

Conclusion
The great difficulty between deciding between  בָּמוֹתָ םand  בְּמוֹתָ םlies in the minor distinction
between the two possibilities. What this involves is a vocalic difference between a qāmeṣ and a
shewa. Hence, seeing that both readings make good sense in their context, it is difficult to make
much of an argument for or against the one or the other.
Barrick argues against the MT, based upon v. 9. As already noted, v. 9 is something of a
recapitulation of v. 7. Yet, whereas very similar wording occurs, he notes that v. 9 does not
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repeat בָּמוֹתָ ם, which thus argues against its originality in v. 7. Further, he observes that it is
“somewhat surprising that bamoth should be mentioned here in conjunction with a description of
the Temple precincts (cf. vs. 8).”168 Hence, he prefers the alternative  בְּמוֹתָ םor the LXX’s ἐν µέσῳ
αὐτῶν.169
Regarding the first proposal, it should be noted that, similar to his criticism regarding
בָּמוֹתָ ם, the word בּמות, however pointed, does not occur in v. 9. One would have to lean upon the
LXX’s rendering and opt for, similar to what was presented above,170 some sort of alteration of
the consonantal text, which seems unlikely. Regarding the second proposal, as already pointed
out, it is more likely that the LXX has attempted to assimilate v. 7 to v. 9 by its employment of
ἐν µέσῳ αὐτῶν. Barrick’s observation concerning the conjoing of  בָּמוֹתto the temple precincts,
though, has greater merit. If context demands that  בָּמוֹתexisted within the Temple precinct, then
this would speak against the MT, seeing that no textual evidence suggests that  בָּמוֹתwere ever
located in the Temple area. That the focus of these verses (1–9) is the Temple makes it very
likely that the  בָּמוֹתwould have to be so located.
There is one further possibility proposed by Zimmerli. Considering the similarity between
 בָּמוֹתָ םand בְּתִ תָּ ם, which begins v. 8, this could be a case of dittography.171 Thus, the word should
be elided altogether. This, then, would support Barrick’s observation about the omission of the
word in v. 9.
Considering the vast manuscriptural evidence against the MT, as well as the unlikely
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supposition that  בָּמוֹתwould actually have been located in the temple area, the MT’s reading
should be regarded with suspicion. Hence, any sort of death cult connected to  בָּמוֹתshould be
lightly considered.
Micah 1:5
Text-Critical Issue
Rather than the MT’s reading of בָּמוֹת, the LXX, Peshitta and Targums have a reading that
would indicate  ֲחטָאָהas the Hebrew original. Further, the LXX adds the genitive οἴκου (“the sin
of the house”).

Proposed Solutions
Retention of the MT
Hillers, succinctly summarizing the position, states that the argument for the retention of
the MT is “that ‘sin’ of the versions can readily be understood as an easing of the difficult MT.,
while the reverse is implausible…”172

Alternative Reading
Again, Hillers provides a summation of the argument for accepting the alternative reading:
“ במותis then taken to be a gloss which was first added to identify the sin, and then replaced the
original term.”173 Smith, who does prefer the alternative for three reasons. First, Jerusalem does
not rightly answer the question which the verse is asking,174 presumably because  בָּמוֹתwould
require a reference to a cultic site rather than the name of a city; nor was Jerusalem noted for
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בָּמוֹת, since the Temple took the place of such. Secondly, he points out the incongruity of the term
 בָּמוֹתwith the mention of שׁע
ַ  ֶפּin the prior clause, seeing that the two terms parallel each other. In
line with this, the sin of Judah, as perceived by Micah, did not constitute cultic but social
violations. Finally, he stipulates that all the versions are against the MT.175

Implications
Due to the parallel with שׁע
ַ  ֶפּ,  בָּמוֹתhere should not be understood literally. That is, the
Jerusalem Temple is not being designated as a בָּמוֹת. Rather, much like we found with Mic
3:12/Jer 26:18, the term is employed derogatorily, in which it likely points to cultic violations
with regard to the Temple in Jerusalem. Yet, this would thus indicate something about the status
of בָּמוֹת, at least with Micah, in that they were regarded as illicit cult sites, which demonstrated
rebellion against Yahweh.176

Conclusion
One is somewhat reluctant to simply point to lectio difficilior praeferenda as an argument
for the preference of one reading over another. Yet, if such an argument has merit, then this
would be strong evidence for it. It would seem more likely for a copyists to attempt to smooth
out a difficult reading than that a word, which originated as a gloss, finally replaced another
word, (in this case, likely ) ֲחטָאָה, one where there is almost no graphic similarity. We have
already seen, with Jer 17:3, a good example of a gloss, which does get inserted in the text and
where, as would be the case here,  בָּמוֹתperhaps was serving to better define  ֲחטָאָה. Yet, in Jer
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17:3, it did not replace the word, seeing that  ֲחטָאָהremained in the text. If it did replaced
anything, it more likely replaced the phrase  ִבּ ְמחִיר, which does bear some graphic similarity to
בָּמוֹת. Hence, it seems best to retain the MT reading.177

2 Chronicles 34:3–7
The last possible challenge to the view advocated in this study concerns the parallel
account to 2 Kgs 23:4–20 located in the book of Chronicles. There are certainly differences
between the record of Josianic reforms found in Kings from that found in Chronicles.178 One
obvious difference relates to the length of treatment, seeing that the Chronicles’s account is
briefer than that of Kings. This likely relates to the purposes of the two works. Many
commentators see the purpose of Chronicles as in some way related to an emphasis upon the
Temple.179 In line with this, then, it makes good sense that the author would grant greater
emphasis to the celebration of the Passover, which does occupy considerably more space than in
Kings, than that of Josianic Reforms. As to the more specific potential challenges to the
proposed description of a  ָבּמָהsite, there are three: A) the non-mention of  ; ַמצֵּבוֹתB) the addition
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of cultic apparatus; C) the relation of the cultic apparatus to בָּמוֹת.
Non-Mention of ַמצֵּבוֹת
Unlike Kings, where we find reference to the destruction of  ַמצֵּבוֹתas one of the results of
Josianic reforms, no such apparatus is specified in the Chronicles account. Yet, this is really not
that unusual for Chronicles. In comparison to Kings, where we find the term utilized seven times,
Chronicles only employs it twice.180 Hence, it would seem that, for whatever reason, the lack of
reference fits the overall pattern found throughout the book. It should further be noted that even
in the Kings’s account of Josianic reforms,  ַמצֵּבוֹתis only referenced once (23:14).
Additional Cultic Apparatus
In comparison to Kings, Chronicles includes three additional cultic items in its version of
Josianic reforms:  ְפּ ִסלִים,  ַמסֵכוֹתand  ַח ָמּנִים. Based upon close contextual proximity, we have thus
far associated these items with  בָּמוֹתsites. One grammatical feature of the text that may lend
further support for such association concerns the breaking of the waw consecutive imperfect
chain in v. 4. V. 4 appears to be the actual description of the cultic reforms, with v. 3 serving as a
general introduction. Whereas the verse begins with a waw consecutive imperfect and ends with
the same, the middle clauses do not follow suit. Hence, this would likely indicate that the action
designated by these clauses was not consecutive. It would seem to make good sense of the verse
to understand these actions taken against these various cultic items as occurring concurrently. If
this is the case, then, in the least, we thus have the possibility that these cultic items associated
with  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםand  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, which, as has been argued, are constitutional features of בָּמוֹת, are all
located at the same cultic site.
With regard to  ְפּ ִסלִיםand  ַמסֵּכוֹת, there inclusion here is not surprising or in any way out of
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sync with the report provided by Kings. Understanding these words as meaning some sort of
crafted images, this would thus corresponds to the Kings’s account, seeing that it indicates
idolatrous use of בָּמוֹת. The most challenging factor is the reference to  ַח ָמּנִים, due to the difficulty
in affixing a definite meaning for this word. What the present text does seem to indicate is that
they were in some way connected to the  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, which certainly were a significant aspect of the
Kings’s record.
That especially the first two items were connected to idolatrous worship does highlight a
difference between the two reports with respect to  בָּמוֹתsites. Whereas the Kings more detailed
accounting provided evidence for Yahwistic worship at  בָּמוֹתsites, the Chronicles only highlights
non-Yahwistic worship. This could, though, be in keeping with its emphasis upon the Jerusalem
Temple.181
The Relation of the Cultic Apparatus to the  בָּמוֹתas Represented by Chronicles
Perhaps the most challenging facet which Chronicles offers to the proposed description of
 בָּמוֹתbased on 2 Kgs 23:4–20 concerns the relation of the cultic apparatus to בָּמוֹת. The
description of Josianic reforms found in Chronicles does not contain the same grammatical
features, which was found in the Kings’s account and by which the association of these items to
 בָּמוֹתsites was determined. The connection between these items appears more grammatically
ambiguous than it does in the Kings account. For instance, we saw how, in 2 Kgs 23:15, ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח
stood in apposition to בָּמוֹת, as well as how both terms served as the dual object of the same verb.
From this, then, we were able to draw certain conclusions about their relationship. That sort of
grammatical aspect is completely absent from the Chronicles account. Also, the similarity in
words and even phrases in v. 15 with respect to the  ֲאשׁ ֵָרהand the Bethel  ָבּמָה, which assisted in
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determing the link between these cultic items and said site, is completely absent from Chronicles.
As already stipulated, there is no mention of  ַמצֵּבוֹת, and there is no clear grammatical connection
between the three additional items and בָּמוֹת. Still, there is a peculiarity to the present narrative
that may, in the least, allow for a connection between the cultic items mentioned in 2 Chr 34:3–7
and בָּמוֹת.
This peculiarity relates to how these cultic items and  בָּמוֹתare listed. There are three factors
to this account that seem to bear weight upon this feature of the text. The first is the infrequent
mention of the word בָּמוֹת, especially in light of the Kings record. As opposed to the ten
occurrences of the term in Kings, it is only used once, perhaps twice in Chronicles. Secondly,
there is the frequency of the mention of  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים,  ְפּ ִסלִיםand  ַמסֵּכוֹת, which occurs in all three of the
verses that describe Josiah’s reforms (vv. 3, 4 and 7). This second element stands out, not only
because of the infrequent allusion to בָּמוֹbut also because , תof, thirdly, how בָּמוֹת,  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand ַח ָמּנִים
are cited. Whereas we find reference to  בָּמוֹתonly in the first verse (v. 3) and possibly again in
the initial introduction of Josiah’s expedition to the northern territory (v. 6),182 in the subsequent
verses related to this reformation (v. 4 and v. 7) we instead find mention of the destruction of
 ַח ָמּנִיםand  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, without reference to בָּמוֹת. Hence,  בָּמוֹתare never referenced with  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand
 ַח ָמּנִים, while  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים,  ְפּ ִסלִיםand  ַמסֵּלוֹתoccur with both sets of items. Hence, the listing of these
items appears peculiar in this narrative and seems to require some explanation, from which an
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understanding of the relation of the apparatus to the  בָּמוֹתmight present itself.
It would seem that v. 3b serves as an introduction to the account of Josianic reforms as
performed in the southern kingdom.183 What follows, then, in vv. 4–5 is the more detailed
account of the actual purgation.  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים,  ִסלִים ְפּand  ַמסֵּכוֹתare repeated both in the introductory
clause and the subsequent descriptive clauses. Yet, other two sets (that is the words ( בָּמוֹתas one
set) and the words  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחalong with ( ַח ָמּנִיםas another set)), while appearing with  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים,  ְפּ ִסלִיםand
סֵּכוֹת ַמ, do not occur together.  בָּמוֹתoccurs in the introductory clause, while  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand  ַח ָמּנִיםoccur in
the descriptive clause.
A possible explanation is that, in this account, Chronicles is characterizing a tendency we
have witnessed in Kings, in which, due to their close connection, the term  בָּמוֹתcan serve as a
cover term for both the site and the  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, which, as argued above, seems to be the primary cultic
apparatus located at a  ָבּמָה.184 That  ַח ָמּנִיםappear to be, in some way, connected here with  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,
via the prepositional phrases  ְל ַמ ְעלָה ֵמ ֲעלִים, would thus explain the lack of reference to them in v.
3. In light of this, then,  בָּמוֹתappears in the introductory clause as a reference to  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַחand
 ַח ָמּנִים, which are then specifically mentioned in the descriptive clauses (without need to repeat the
term )בָּמוֹת.
This would, also, then, explicate the repetition of  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים,  ְפּ ִסלִיםand  ַמסֵּכוֹתin all three verses.
Again, as witnessed in Kings, when  ָבּמָהis functioning as a reference to both site and  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, ַמצֵּבוֹת
and  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםare often mentioned separately. As we argued above, such would seem to indicate a
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closer link between  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand  בָּמוֹתthan between  בָּמוֹתand other cultic apparatus, here including
 ִפּ ִסלִיםand  ַמסֵּכוֹת. Hence, though not as grammatically evident as in Kings, still this peculiar
listing of items and  בָּמוֹתwould seem to allow for the view of the same sort of relation between
these apparatus and  בָּמוֹתsites we have argued for in this study.
Conclusion
It is to be admitted that, especially with regard to the association between the various cultic
apparatus and mention of בָּמוֹת, the argument here presented is based on a variety of
suppositions.185 Still, the grammar and context of these verses do seem to allow for these
interpretations. Recalling especially from the third chapter, the three possible categories the
textual evidence186 may fall into, the present account does not seem to necessarily support the
interpretation from 2 Kgs 23:4–20, nor, though, does it seem to invalidate it. Rather, as we have
seen with a number of passages, it seems to more fall into the third category and, thus, it does
allow for such an understanding.

Conclusion
Perhaps the most significant factor to be derived from this inquiry into these various
challenges to the proposed description of  בָּמוֹתsites is that, especially when the question of
architectural sophistication is posed, the textual evidence does seem to answer in the positive for
some בָּמוֹת. That is, the evidence from Amos and Isaiah suggests that certain בָּמוֹת, especially
those found in the northern Kingdom and Moab, did exhibit some sort of architectural
component. Yet, this harmonizes well with the presentation of  בָּמוֹתas found in Kings, in that, for
185

Which is especially evident in the prior examination of the possible association of שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא,  ְפ ִסלִיםand ַמסֵּכוֹת
with בָּמוֹת, on the one hand, and  ִמזְבְּחוֹתand  ַח ָמּנִים, on the other.
186

That is a text may support the position here taken, dispute the position or simply be ambivalent to the
position.
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the northern Kingdom, the phrase  בֵּית בָּמוֹתor  בָּתֵ י ַהבָּמוֹתis employed as a descriptor of such sites.
The employment of  ַבּי ִתin construct with  בָּמוֹתwould seem to imply some sort of facility or
facilities as being attached to  בָּמוֹתsites. Yet, that such a special designation was utilized for these
types of  בָּמוֹתdoes not invalidate the proposed sketch of  בָּמוֹתas set forth in this study, but serves
to confirm it, seeing that the structural facet would be indicated by the addition of the word  ַבּי ִת.
In other words, there was a certain category of בָּמוֹת, which were distinguished from other בָּמוֹת
sites by some sort of structural addendum to such locations. Perhaps the model shrines provide
some idea concerning what that edifice looked like. Whether such is the case or not, the
employment of  ַבּי ִתto signify an additional structural component serves to confirm the notion
that, essentially,  בָּמוֹתsites were not identified by any sort of architectural element, especially not
related to a temple-like building.
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CHAPTER SIX
LEXICAL EVIDENCE FOR THE NATURE OF בָּמוֹת
The aim of the present chapter will be to focus on certain lexical matters that pertain to the
term  ָבּמָה. The following examination will be divided into two parts. The first part will deal with
etymological issues, which are still relevant to and are a portion of the broader discussion of the
term. Although the use of etymology in order to establish the meaning for  ָבּמָהis now generally
rejected, this aspect of  ָבּמָהanalysis has not been completely dispelled. Especially with regard to
the non-cultic employment of the term, etymology is still utilized as part of the broader
discussion. As Kogan/Tishchenko argue:
In our view, etymology is a scholarly discipline with its own rules and values which
cannot be used either to provide or to disprove the conclusion achieved through
grammatical and textual analysis. At the same time, etymological and philological
conclusions can be fruitfully compared. True and apparent contradictions resulting
from such comparisons are often of great value for further development of both
disciplines.1
Hence, to provide a well-rounded survey of the evidence requires a review of the more pertinent
issues related to the etymological field.
As to the non-cultic usage, whereas the present study has concentrated on the cultic sense
exclusively, there are two aspects of the non-cultic sense, which are germane to this examination.
For one, a key question concerning the lexeme, “ ָבּמָה,” is whether the Hebrew term conveys two
or three senses. As will be discussed, there are actually two opinions on this matter. Some hold
that the Hebrew term only evinces an anatomical and cultic denotation. Others, though, argue for

1

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexiographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 343.
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three significations, adding to the aforementioned a topographical purport. The relevance of this
for the present inquiry relates to the third possibility. If a topographical sense does exist for the
Hebrew term, then this may provide further support for the supposition that  בָּמוֹתwere routinely
located in areas that were so designated. That is, as will be seen,  ָבּמָהas a topographical term
would likely indicate an exurban location. That the cultic site shared the same name as the
topographical could thus indicate that such were often positioned at such places. It could thus
provide evidence as to the development of the word due to this association.2 As argued above, at
least some, perhaps even many  בָּמוֹתsites were located in rural areas3 and, essential to their
nature, were open-air sites.4
In line with this debate concerning the number of denotations for the Hebrew term, there is
also discussion of whether the Hebrew evinces only one lexeme for all possible senses, or
whether the textual evidence actually supports the presence of two lexemes, a cultic (perhaps
also a topographical) meaning and a non-cultic (strictly anatomical) signification. As will
presently be shown, although scholars may differ as to the number of denotations, there appears
to be some agreement that, whereas earlier opinions regarded the textual evidence as only
representing one lexeme, there actually exists two, differing lexemes.
A second aspect relevant to the present inquiry, also related to the topographical
component, concerns the classification of sense manifested for  ָבּמָהin certain passages. If a
topographical signification is accepted, it could thus require a re-classification of certain
2

A possible solution proposed by Hardy/Thomas: “That many of these sites were located on open or elevated
landscapes and external to the conceived cultic center of Judahite worship may have comprised the very reason for
the election of the term bomo as an antithesis of orthodox sacred space” (Hardy and Thomas, “Another Look at
Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 185).
3

As evinced from our examination of 2 Kgs 23 and other passages, such as those from Ezekiel and especially 1
Sam 9. 1 Sam 9 not only provides confirmation for the rural supposition, but also would lend support to the notion
that such exurban locations were an early facet of such sites.
4

This due to the  ִמזְבְּחוֹת, used for animal sacrifices, being a constituent part of  בָּמוֹתsites.
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passages, which were originally treated as indicating a cultic denotation, as exhibiting a
topographical sense instead. We have already alluded to this possibility with regard to Ez. 36:2.
This would thus affect the “body of evidence” which has been utilized for confirmation of the
sense for  ָבּמָהas derived from 2 Kgs 23.
As part of the etymological inquiry, then, we will attempt to ascertain whether the Hebrew
term  ָבּמָה, evinced two or three denotations. To get at this, we will first need to examine the
possible Semitic cognates for the Hebrew term, in order to provide potential evidence for the
semantic range of  ָבּמָה. From this, then, we will examine various theories for the etymological
development of the term, both its internal Hebraic development, as well as its larger Semitic
development. By these two efforts, we will be more able to understand and evaluate the two
variant positions as to the significations denoted by the Hebrew word.
The second part of the chapter will focus on the relation of the term  ָבּמָהto other words
which also signify a cultic site; specifically,  ִמקְדָּ שׁ, ִ  ת ַבּיand הֵיכַל. An effort will be made to
determine whether these terms should be viewed as synonyms or antonyms. Regarding the first
two terms, the previous chapter has already presented the most pertinent textual evidence for the
relation of these words to  ָבּמָה. Hence, a short summary regarding the connection evinced from
the textual evidence will suffice. The greater part of this analysis will pertain to the relation of
 הֵיכַלto  ָבּמָה. Whereas  ִמקְדָּ שׁand  ַבּי ִתdo contextually occur with  ָבּמָה, such is not the case with הֵיכַל.
This, then, requires some deliberation and explanation, especially considering whether this may
indicate that the two terms should be viewed as antonyms.

Etymological Survey
Semitic Cognates
There are usually three cognates suggested for Hebrew  ָבּמָה, one from Ugaritic (BMT) and
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two from Akkadian (bamtu (and its variant spellings) and bamâtu). Further, as will be reviewed,
the work of Barrick, as well as Kogan/Tishchenko, have discussed other, possible Semitic
cognates. Still, the most pertinent are the Ugaritic and Akkadian terms. Thus, the following
treatment will focus, primarily, upon these three words.

Ugaritic BMT
There appears to be general agreement regarding the anatomical sense for the Ugaritic term
BMT. Where differences do arise concern the precise body part being referenced by BMT, as
observed by Barrick: “Ugaritic bmt is predominantly—perhaps exclusively—an anatomical term,
but its precise signification is open to question.”5 Albright first proposed that the word should be
translated as “back.”6 As Barrick explains, Albright made this contention on the basis of a text,
CAT 1.4 IV 14–15,7 which dealt with the goddess Atiratu being placed upon a donkey to ride.
The relevant portion locates her positioning on the animal as on the BMT.8 From this, then,
Albright understood the term to signify “back.”
As discussed above, Held, followed by Vaughan, rejected this translation of the term, with
Held stipulating, “the meaning ‘back’ hardly fits any of these [Ugaritic] passages.”9 Vaughan
further points specifically to a passage which speak of the god El mourning over the death of
Baal. In his act of mourning, the text describes him as ytlt bmt, with the verb tlt translated as “to
furrow.”10 Based upon the anatomical impossibility of one “furrowing” one’s own back,

5

Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 12.
6

Albright, “The High Places in Ancient Palestine,” 256.

7

Noted this is Barrick’s preferred designation; Kogan and Tishchenko utilize the abbreviations KTU.

8

As noted by Barrick, the phrase also occurs in CAT 1.19 II 10–11 (again, his classification of text).

9

Held, “Studies in Comparative Semitic Lexicography,” 406.

10

For translation, see Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH
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Vaughan thus rejected such a translation.11 Hence, both Held and Vaughan opted for another
translation, with Vaughan suggesting “flank,”12 and Held, similarly, pointing to the waist and rib
area, or, simply, the thorax.13
More recent works, though, point to a similar signification as that of Albright’s.
Kogan/Tishchenko stipulate a similar translation to that of Held for two Ugaritic passages, in
which they understand the word to signify “loins” in one case,14 and “breast/belly” in another.15
Yet, unlike Held, as well as Vaughan, they also hold “back” as part of the semantic range for
BMT, especially, with Albright, on the basis of KTU (Barrick’s CAT) 1.4 IV 14–15. Hence, they
conclude that the meaning of the word “can thus be summarized as ‘trunk, torso,’ “possibly
applied to both front and back sides of the body,”16 while also include “back” as oart of the Ug.
BMT’s lexical range.17
When not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 15 and Vaughan, The Meaning of
‘BĀMĀ’ in the Old Testament: A Study of Etymological, Textual and Archaeological Evidence,” 4.
11

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘BĀMĀ’ in the Old Testament: A Study of Etymological, Textual and
Archaeological Evidence,” 4.
12

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘BĀMĀ’ in the Old Testament: A Study of Etymological, Textual and
Archaeological Evidence,” 6.
13

Held, “Studies in Comparative Semitic Lexicography,” 406. For a similar position, see Oswald Loretz,
“Literische Quellen zur Stele des „Ball au foudre.” (RS 4.427): Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische
Parallelen,” Ugarit-Forschungen 33 (2002), 349–54.
14

KTU 1.3 II 11–13. Note, whereas Barrick utilizes the initials CAT, Kogan and Tishchenko utilize KTU.

15

KTU 1.5 VI 20–22.

16

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 321.

17

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 321–22. In doing so, they answer
Vaughan’s (and others) criticism regarding the difficulty of back for the image of El’s plowing activity. They first
point to the prostration formula of vassal kings found in the Amarna letter, which describe said kings as performing
their obeisance on their backs and bellies. This, they aver, corresponds to the image of El’s act of mourning (Kogan
and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 322). Note that the first line of KTU 1.5 VI 20–22
utilizes the term yḥrṯ, translating the whole of the line as “plowing his “chest.” So, like these kings, El’s activity
involves both the front and back of his torso. They translate the text thus:
yḥrṯ k gn a͗ p lb

“He ploughed like a garden his chest,

k ʿmq yṭlṭ bmt

like a valley he furrowed his breast.”

(Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 321).
Secondly, they further note that the two lines under discussion belong together with another line. This, initial line
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One final example concerns the work of Barrick, who, after a detailed analysis of the
pertinent texts, concludes, against Held and Vaughan: “The English approximation which best
encompasses the attested usage of the word is ‘back.’”18 One further element to his analysis is
that he notes the difficulty of ascertaining the signification for BMT on the basis of references to
human anatomy.19 Hence, he focuses his treatment on the more clear passages, which, for him,
would seem to include the reference to the goddess Atiratu (as seen above) being placed on the
donkey and, possibly, CAT/KTU 4.247, which concerns a list of foodstuff, of which BMT is a
part of.
One additional matter of controversy related to the Ugaritic term involves its uses in the
phrase BMT ARṢ found in CAT/KTU 1.4 VII 34. This is taken to correspond to the Heb. א ֶֶרץ
 ָבּמֲתֵ י. Barrick translates vv. 34–7 as following:20
Bmt . a[-] . tṭṭn
lb . bʿl . tihd . yʿrm
šnu . hd . gpt . ǧr

The bmt — wobble
Baal’s enemies seized the forests
Hadad’s foes the mountain slopes.

The lacuna in the first line (a[-]), as Barrick explains, is usually understood as arṣ, “earth,”
hence its equivalence to the Hebrew phrase. Some take this, then, as a topographical
reads: yṯlṯ qn ḏrʿh, as translated above (see ch. 1 n. 62): “He harrows the roll of his arm,” which also points to an
anatomical part. From this they stipulate: “It is by no means certain that the three anatomic terms mentioned in this
passage denote body parts particularly close to each other and located on the same side of the human body since the
semantic relationship between parallel terms in poetry can vary considerably” (Kogan and Tishchenko,
“Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 322).
18

Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 17.
19

As with Kogan/Tishchenko, he likewise argues against KTU/CAT 1.5 VI 20–22 as requiring a reference to
the frontal part of the body. He notes that, though the context allows for such a translation, it does not demand it
(Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to
Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 15). Further, including all three lines of the stanza (as seen
in Kogan/Tishchenko), he states that the employment of such terms “are perhaps best understood pars pro toto for
the indiscriminate slashing of the entire upper body: chest (ap lb), top of the collar-bones (qn . drʿ), and upper back
(bm)” (Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 15–16).
20

Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 18.
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expression.21 Yet, Kogan/Tishchenko argue against such, noting that the tendency to take this
reference as a topographical signification arises from the acceptance of such for the Hebrew
expression, which translates  ָבּמֲתֵ י א ֶֶרץas “height of the earth.”22 Rather, for both the Hebrew and
Ugaritic phrase, they offer as a possibility a figurative use of the anatomical term. Hence, they
explain: “bmt (‘back’) should be understood as the first element of the metaphoric expression
bmt a͗ rṣ “back of the earth,” possibly = ‘hill.’”23

Akkadian bamtu, bamâtu
As already indicated in our treatment of Vaughan’s work in the first chapter, the Akkadian
cognates for  ָבּמָהprovide evidence for an anatomical and topographical nuance. One point of
contention concerns the relation of the plural term (bamǎtu) to that of the singular (bamtu). It is
unquestionable that the plural term is used with a topographical signification, with the singular
an anatomical sense. Yet, what is uncertain is the relation of the two terms, as is evident when
one compares AHw’s treatement of the word(s) with that of CAD’s. Von Soden (AHw)
understands there to be a single lexeme, from whence all the various forms derived.24 Von Soden
would lists two significations for the singular, the anatomical “Mittelteil des Rückens,
Rippengegend,” as well as the non-anatomical denotation “Hälfte.”25 He further translates the

21

A prime example of this is Loretz, who holds for two denotations for the Ug. BMT (Loretz, “Literische
Quellen zur Stele des „Ball au foudre.” (RS 4.427): Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische Parallelen,” 335–
36, 349).
22

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 322.

23

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,”323. Hence, this explanation is very
similar to that of Vaughan’s for the Ugaritic expression.
24

In addition to these different senses, von Soden also lists three phonetic variants: bantu, pantu and pandu
AHw, bāmtu[m]). In addition to the entry in AHw, see also Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on
Hebrew bamah,” 323.
25

AHw, bāmtu(m), s.v. 1 and 3.
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topographical sense, which only occurs in the plural, with “Hälfte eines Berge, Hang.”26 As
Kogan/Tishchenko explain: “It seems that von Soden regards the meaning “half” as original and
tries to derive from it both the anatomic and topographic meanings.”27 In contrast, CAD provides
three different listings for the each sense, thus disassociating each from the others.
The scholarly positions on this appear to be varied. Vaughan, for instance, as noted above,
attempts to at least derive the topographical nuance from the anatomical sense via a metaphoric
link. First, by assigning to the plural the meaning of “hilly slopes” or “foot-hills,” he thus avers:
“For foot-hill terrain with low undulating ridges sloping up from a plain, looking like the flanks
of giant beasts, might well be thought of as ‘rib-cages of the mountains.’”28 Barrick, who has
some sympathy for this explanation, nevertheless states: “Vaughan’s quaint explanation is
certainly plausible if bamâtu does, in fact, refer to the type of terrain which he supposes, but that
supposition is not at all certain nor even necessarily probable.”29
Kogan/Tishchenko reject von Soden’s classification, due to lack of textual support.30
Rather, they opt for CAD’s proposed three lexemes. They do so because this suggestion “does
not presuppose any exotic semantic shifts and, as will be shown below, reasonably well
correlates with the picture obtained for the biblical bāmāh.”31
26

AHw, bāmtu(m), s.v. 2.

27

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 323.

28

Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘BĀMĀ’ in the Old Testament: A Study of Etymological, Textual and
Archaeological Evidence,” 9.
29

Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 20. Emertons rebuttal is even more severe,
referring to it as “an imaginative speculation” (Emerton, “The Biblical High Place,” 119).
30

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 323.

31

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 323. In line with this, Hardy/Thomas
postulate two different roots for bamtu and bamâtu. With regard to the former, they stipulate such is derived from
bamutu (Hardy and Thomas, “Another Look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 183 n.46; this, as will be
shown shortly, corresponds with their understanding of the Hebrew term(s), which they also categorize as two
different lexemes). Additionally, they posit BMT as the underlying, proto-Semitic root (Hardy and Thomas,
“Another Look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 183 n.46). As to the latter, they stipulate the root to have

251

As to the signification for bamtu, whereas there is general agreement that it denotes an
anatomical part, the precise meaning eludes lexicographers. As Kogan/Tishchenko explain, from
lexical lists, the word is associated with Sumerian, TI TI, and another Akkadian word, ṣēlu, with
both suggesting a connection with the ribs or a body part close to such.32 Barrick, though, does
not find such lists as conclusive. 33 For Barrick, the use of the word in the Amarna letters proves
more helpful.34
This word appears in EA 232.10, as part of the obeisance formula, in which a certain
Saratov is pictured as paying homage to his suzerain by falling down before him. Particularly, it
is the presence of the term baṭnu, which serves as a gloss for bamtu and means “belly,” that
would strongly support the notion that “the ventral portion of at least the human torso” is thus
signified.35

been bamat, derived from a proto-Semitic noun BM, with a feminine ending, -at, attached (Hardy and Thomas,
“Another Look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 183 n.46). As they additionally explain, they thus differ
from von Soden, who postulated a development from a middle-weak verb (BM), and from CAD, who postulated a
3rd weak root noun (bamayat). They, on the contrary, hold to an original noun, BM, upon which the –at ending was
attached (Hardy and Thomas, “Another Look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 183 n.46).
32

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 323.

33

The value of such lists appear to differ among scholars. As seen above, the utilization of bamtu with ṣēlu to
explain the Sumerian TI TI, is determinative for Vaughan (Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘BĀMĀ’ in the Old Testament:
A Study of Etymological, Textual and Archaeological Evidence,” 7). On the other hand, Barrick stipulates that such
an association with ṣēlu is inconclusive (Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of
the Word BMH When not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 18).
34

Held utilizes this very reference to argue against the Canaanite BMT to signify “back” (Held, “Studies in
Comparative Semitic Lexicography,” 406). Yet, both Barrick and Kogan/Tishchenko reject this, because, as they
stipulate, it is the Akkadian and not the Canaanite term that is employed here: “It is then possible that the Amarna
scribes believed that Akkadian bamtu (and its variants) did mean “belly,” but their understanding of its hypothetic
Canaanite cognate is unknown” (Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 325; see also
Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to
Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew,19 n.44).
35

Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 19. Yet, Barrick observes that this
“conclusion must be tempered” because only in this particular obeisance formula does this bamtu occur. In the other
places, the expression utilized is u kabaṭṭuma u ṣērum (Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and
Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical
Hebrew, 19). Hence, the use of baṭnu as a gloss for bamtu raises the possibility that “baṭnu in EA 232.10 is actually
a scribal correction of a term used unexpectedly, or even erroneously, in this context” (Barrick, BMH as Body
Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena in
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The topographical nuance for bamâtu appears as elusive as the anatomical sense for bamtu.
Again, it appears in lexical lists with other words, such as sēru (“open field, steppe”), as well as
the Sumerian ZAG (“side, outside, outskirt”).36 Outside of such lists, Kogan/Tishchenko also
note its use in other texts with words which denote the sense of “field” and “outskirts of cities.”37
Finally, they observe that the term appears to refer to pasture and agricultural work.38 They
strongly assert, though, that bamâtu is never used in connection with “hills, mountains or any
other elevated features…”39

Other Semitic Cognates
bùmatum
Kogan/Tishchenko, in their treatment of possible Semitic cognates, posit two further
possibilities. One is the Eblait bùmatum. The Eblait texts are texts found in Ebla, which was
located in northern Syria40 and are dated to the twenty-fourth century BC.41 According to

Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 19).
36

For these denotations, see Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 324. Barrick
contends that it appears to be distinct from EDIN (“plain”) and harrīu (“lowlands”), but is connected to Akkadian
šadī (“mountain”); hence, he rejects CAD’s “open country, plain,” as well as Albright’s “ridges” (Barrick, BMH as
Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena
in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 19).
37

In this case, their reading of the evidence actually contradicts that of Barrick’s, who rejects such
associations. At least, one of the texts in question appears to be OIP 2, 52, 35.
38

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 324.

39

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 324. Barrick, as noted, does associate the
word with šadī and hence asserts that bamâtu is used in connection with mountains. Yet, he does not appear to be
actually contradicting Kogan/Tishchenko on this point. Rather, as Kogan/Tishchenko explain, while bamâtu does
appear in construct with šadī, this does not itself link the word to such inherently topographical features. Rather, it
could refer to a topographical feature, which was located both on mountainous terrain as well as flatlands. They
further observe that šadī does not just denote “mountains,” but also can signify “open country, steppeland” (Kogan
and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 324).
40

Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 20.
41

Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 20.
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Kogan/Tishchenko, Eblait likely belongs to an East Semitic dialect, which is connected to
Akkadian.42
As Kogan/Tishchenko explain, with regard to the text VE 308 (ck), the word búmatum
defines the Sumerian term SA. SAL. Although SA. SAL, and its Akkadian derivative šašallu,
elude efforts to provide an exact signification, still the Eblaite term in some texts clearly
demonstrates an association with the back. Hence, following the work of Fonzaroli and Conti,
they adopted the translation “dorso.”
Additionally, while it has been recognized that this word serves as a cognate to Ug. BMT
and Akk. bamtu, they also note its importance for the Hebrew term as well. 43 As will be shortly
explained, Kogan/Tishchenko hold that rather than having only one lexeme,  ָבּמָה, the textual
evidence usually utilized for understanding the word, based on sense and morphological factors,
should be understood as manifesting two lexemes, with the second term being בֹּמֶת. Further, they
aver that the latter form originated from a segholate noun bumt. So then, on this basis, the Eblait
bùmatum, which is actually earlier than any other Semitic cognate, with its u vocalization, serves
as “striking confirmation” of “the archaic nature of Hbr.*bōmät (<*bum̒ (a)t-)…”44

būmah
Finally, Kogan/Tischenko discuss the possibility that būmah, a word found in Omani

42

They also postulate, though, that a number of lexical items from the Eblaite lexical lists “have transparent
cognates in Hebrew, Ugaritic and other West Semitic languages, but are virtually unknown from Akkadian” (Kogan
and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 326). On this basis, then, they stipulate the possibility
that such words represent a “West Semitic substructure language,” which would thus allow for bùmatum to serve as
a direct ancestor to the Heb. בּ ֹ ֶמת, the lexeme, as we will see shortly, they are argue for with respect to the anatomical
term (Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 326).
43

For their full treatment, see Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 325–26.

44

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 326. Regarding the Eblaite term, Barrick,
though, notes the need for caution in utilizing bùmatum, because the text “are notoriously difficult to read” (Barrick,
BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to Cultic
Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 21).
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Arabic, is to be associated with the Hebrew term, either as a direct descendent or as originating
from a common Semitic prototype. This proposal was suggested by Bandyopadhyay, who
defined the Arabic term as signifying “’a diminutive domed structure (cupola) [which]
surmounts the prayer hall’” as well as “‘a pre-Islamic hill-top cairn,’ ‘beehive tombs.’”45
Nevertheless, while noting Kogan/Tishchenko special problems with this association46 and other
minor problems with Bandyopadhyah’s position,47 they still allow for the real possibility of a
“historical connection” between the two terms, though cautiously.48

Conclusion
Having thus reviewed the Semitic cognates proposed for  ָבּמָה,49 the etymological evidence
would hence point to two different senses. With Ug. ΒΜΤ and Akk. bamtu (and its phonetic
variants), we observe an anatomical denotation. With Akk. pl. Bamâtu, and possibly once with
the Ug. BMT, we find a topographical import. What is not found amongst the cognates is any
evidence for a cultic denotation for the word. Nevertheless, an important facet to our present
inquiry is the idea that, in the wider Semitic examples, a topographical signification is observed.
45

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 326.

46

If the terms are associated via a common Semitic word, that it is only reflected in one Arabic dialect is
problematic. If the Omani Arabic term derived form the Hebrew word, such a “Jewish cultural and linguistic
influence so deeply rooted in Central Oman is similarly unexpected” (Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes
on Hebrew bamah,” 327). Regarding both possibilities, it is odd that there is no intermediate link “from any of the
major linguistic groups in the Read Sea region” (Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,”
327).
47

For which, see Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 327.

48

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 327.

49

It should be recalled from the review of Vaughan and Albright’s etymological theories, that they held that
the Greek term βωµός was a later derivative from  ָבּ ָמה, via Phoenicia. For a critique and refutation of this position,
see Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference
to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 21–24. He likewise critiques and dismisses the reverse
theory put forward by Brown, that the Greek word served as the root for the Hebrew term (Barrick, BMH as Body
Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena in
Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 24–25). For his general discussion of the relation of βωµός to  ָבּ ָמה, see Barrick,
BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to Cultic
Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 21–32.
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Hence, the relevant question is whether such is also the case for the Hebrew term. Before
answering this, though, and, perhaps as an aid to clarify the data, we will attempt to summarize
the various proposals set forth for the etymological development of the word  ָבּמָה.
Proposed Etymological Development for the term ָבּמָה
The following proposals can be grouped under two headings. The first group, as
represented by Albright and Vaughan, hold to a development of all derivations from a single
lexeme. Beginning with the work of Barrick, and noticeably present in the more recent
treatments on the subject, the presence of two lexemes, from whence two different senses
evolved, is advocated. In the following survey, then, these theories will be grouped according to
this division. Additionally, rather than a detailed explanation, it seems more helpful to attempt a
diagram of these proposals, with a few observations following to help clarify the various
positions.

Single Lexeme Theories
Albright50
bahmatu
Ug. BMT

Akk. bamtu

Heb.
bahmah

Arab.
buhmatum

ּבֹומָה

ּבָמָה

ּבְהֵמָה

1. According to Albright’s scheme, the development from bahmah to  ָבּמָהwas the result of the ה
quiescing. He basis this pattern on the development of the Heb. קוֹל.
2. The alternative spelling between  בּוֹמָהand  ָבּמָהis a dialectical phenomenon based on the
development of an accented, long a vowel evolving into a long o vowel; in this case, in some
50

For the most relevant parts of Albright, see Albright, “The High Place in Ancient Palestine,” 245, 255–57.
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areas, the original ah was retained until after this phenomenon has ceased to occur. Hence, the
development from ah to a long a vowel.
3. The form  בּוֹמָהis retained in the 1QIsa scroll.
4.  ְבּ ֵהמָהretains the original consonantal spelling of the Hebrew term.
Vaughan51
bahmatu/
bûm
Ug. BMT

Akk. bamtu
בֹומָה

Heb.
bahmah
ּבָמָה

)?( ּבְהֵמָה

1. Vaughan’s position corresponds closely to that of Albright’s. Specifically, he follows
Albright’s position on two points.
A. He also allows for a single lexeme to undergird all Semitic cognates.
B. He allows for the possible inclusion of  ְבּ ָהמָהas part of the lexical family.
2. Yet, while he does permit that the proto-Semitic root was bahmatu, he also allows for the
possibility that it was bûm instead. It should be noted, though, that if this is the case, this would
nullify any possible link with  ְבּ ָהמָה.

Double Lexeme Theories
Barrick52
Proto-Semi6c
bahmatu or bumtu
(from b(w)m)

Ug. BMT

Akk. bamtu/
(?)bamâtu

Heb. ( בֹמֶתonly
anatomical)

Eblaite bumatum

51

For the relevant discussion in Vaughan, see Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘BĀMÂ’ in the Old Testament: A
Study of Etymological, Textual and Archaeological Evidence, 23–26.
52

For the relevant portions of Barrick, see Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical
Study of the Word BMH When not a Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 111–18
and Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 385–92.
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1. As to the original proto-Semitic word, Barrick allows for either bahmatu or bumtu, which he
further stipulates developed from b(w)m. Against Vaughan, who states, if the latter is correct,
then the noun  ְבּ ֵהמָהcould not thus be connected to  ָבּמָה, Barrick contends that such could be the
case because, based on Albright, “the insertion of a secondary h in middle-weak verbal stems is
not uncommon.”53
2. Regarding the Hebrew term, Barrick stipulates it may be a segholate of the qotl pattern.
3. Regarding bamâtu, while allowing for a topographical denotation, he also suggests that,
following Vaughan, such it to be explained metaphorically.
4. This form is affirmed by the pl. const.  ָבּמֲתֵ י.
5. Regarding the cultic  ָבּמָה, he avers it is “semantically ‘opaque’ and seems to have been
recognized as such at the close of the biblical period; it would be methodologically
inappropriate, therefore, to supply a derivational transparency through etymological
guesswork.”54 On this basis, then, no diagram is needed for the lexeme  ָבּמָה.

Kogan/Tishchenko55

O-Form

b/pVm/nd/t(-at)

Ug. BMT

Akk. bamtu

Heb.
bum(a)t

Eblaite
bumatum

ּבֹמֶת

1. The proto-Semitic proposal is based upon a variety of Semitic cognates in line with certain
phonetic conditions.56
2. As to the original Hebrew root, they postulate a quell segholate.
3. The means by which they distinction two lexemes is via sense (that of an anatomical, which
53

Barrick, BMH as Body Language: A Lexical and Iconographical Study of the Word BMH When not a
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 118.
54

Barrick, “The Word BMH in the Old Testament,” 362.

55

For the most relevant sections of Kogan/Tishchenko’s work, see Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic
Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 320–27, 343–48.
56

See especially Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 344.
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this diagram represents, and that of a topographical) and morphology. Morphologically, the
distinction is made based on understanding the original vowel in the first syllable to be an o
vowel, as opposed to the a vowel in  ָבּמָה. As Hardy/Thomas explain, this reflects an
understanding of the Tiberian vowel system, in which the qāmeṣ, which is found in both plural
construct states, is held to represent two different pronunciations.57
4. The Hebrew lexeme for the anatomical signification should thus be spelled בֹּמֶת.
A-Form
Proto-Semi6c
bm

Akk. bamâtu

Heb. ּבָמָה
(topographical)

Arabic buhmat

1. Kogan/Tishchenko regard the proto-Semitic term as a middle-weak verb
2. The A-Form for both the Akkadian and Hebrew cognates is only found in the plural.
3. They tentatively allow for the Arabic buhmat to be a part of the lexical family.
4. They do not allow that the cultic term is part of this development. They aver, rather, that the
cultic use of  ָבּמָהhas no known derivation. Hence, this diagram should not be understood as
representing the development of  ָבּמָה, as a cultic term.

Hardy/Thomas58
Anatomical Sense
ProtoSemi6c bmt
Ug. BMT

Akk. bamtu

Heb. bumut

Eblaite
bumatum

ּבְמֹת

1. Hardy/Thomas’s position, for the most part, reflects that of Kogan/Tishchenko, regarding the
development of the anatomical sense. Where they differ from the former concerns the perceived
morphological distinction, in that they reject Kogan/Tishchenko’s reliance upon the supposed
differing types of vocalization for the initial qāmeṣ. They stipulate, regarding the Tiberian
system, “there was only one qualitative pronunciation of qameṣ.”59 They base their
57

Hardy and Thomas, “Another look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 180.

58

For the relevant portion of Hard/Thomas, see Hardy and Thomas, “Another look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ
‘High Place’,” 181–83.
59

Hardy and Thomas, “Another look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 180.
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morphological distinction on the presence of the ḥaṭep̱ -qameṣ, which they stipulate the presence
of such would not suggest a qutl segholate. Rather, that the ḥaṭep̱ -qameṣ “is as the reflex of an
original *u vowel.”60
2. The pattern would thus be qv61tul, which would call for  בָּמ ֹתor בְּמ ֹת. The original form, they
argue, would thus be bumut.62

Topographical/Cultic Sense
Proto-Semi6c
bam+at (?)

Akk. bamâtu

Heb. bamat

Moabite bmt

Heb. ּבָמָה
(topographical
and cul6c)

1. Unlike Barrick and Kogan/Tishchenko, Hardy/Thomas do associate the cultic sense with the
topographical. In so doing, as has been noted above, they provide a possible development of the
cultic sense from the topographical.
2. Rather than accepting Albright’s bahmatu or Kogan/Tishchenko’s bm, they remain skeptical
concerning the proto-Semitic root. While allowing for four possibilities,63 their preference is for
the root to have been a fem. noun, with bam as the stem and the fem. ending –at added.
3. The only root they are confident of is the Hebrew bamat.

Conclusion
Two further observations are necessary. First, those that do advocate for two lexemes, do
so on the basis of morphology and sense, as evinced in Kogan/Tishchenko and Hardy/Thomas.
Second, with Barrick and Kogan/Tishchenko, the alternative reading of IQIsaa, which supports a
Hebrew lexeme of בֹּמֶת, is significant. Not only because such provides evidence for this

60

Hardy and Thomas, “Another look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 181.

61

V is here understood as signifying “vowel.”

62

Hardy and Thomas, “Another look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 181.

63

The other three possibilities are: A) The “traditional” weak middle root verb, which corresponds to the qal
fem. ptc. (בּוּםà ַבּ ַמתà ;) ָבּ ָמהthe same root as the first lexeme, but in this case the root is “reanalyzed” as a fem.
ending (bmtàבַּמתà ;) ָבּ ָמהC) The root of  ָבּ ָמהwas third-weak (bamayatà ַבּ ַמתà( ) ָבּ ָמהHardy and Thomas, “Another
look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 182).
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morphological distinction, but also the pattern of usage found in the Scroll fits with the proposed
sense for each lexeme. That is, where  בּוֹמָהappears, it is used with a non-cultic, for Barrick,
anatomical denotation. Where  ָבּמָהappears, it fits the cultic sense.
Topographical v. Purely Anatomical Sense for ָבּמָה
Having thus far sketched out the various Semitic cognates for  ָבּמָה, as well as different
theories regarding its development, we are now in a better position to review the arguments as to
whether the non-cultic denotation had the same duality in Hebrew as found in Akkadian; that is,
a topographical and anatomical signification. As will be shortly summarized, there are those who
hold that such is the case, while others stipulate that the Hebrew term only denoted an
anatomical sense. Yet, there is an underlying question, which must first be reckoned with.
Even amongst those who propose a topographical import, there still exists disagreement
over which passages in the OT actually evince this signification. The disagreement, by and large,
is less over a differing list of passages and more in terms of the number of passages which are to
be understood as displaying a topographical purport. That is, there does exist a common
agreement over a few passages, which are taken to represent a topographical meaning. Yet, as
illuatrated by Hardy/Thomas, they broaden the list to include other passages, while
Kogan/Tishchenko would only include these commonly agreed upon passages. In the following,
utilizing these two groups, these variant positions will be reviewed.

Narrow Position: Kogan/Tishchenko
One needs to recall that Kogan/Tishchenko understands the various passages which are
normally taken as references to the term  ָבּמָהas actually occasioning two different lexemes (ָבּמָה
and )בֹּמֶת, rather than just a single lexeme ( ) ָבּמָהon the basis of sense and morphology. With
respect to morphology, they point to a specific vocalization, from which they differentiate ָבּמָה
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(what they refer to as the A Form) from ( בֹּמֶתwhat they designate as the O Form). The O vowel
signifies solely an anatomical sense. Hence, we find it with the stock poetic formula,  ָבּמֲתֵ י א ֶֶרץas
well as in Ps 18:34 (2 Sam 22:34), Hab3:19,64 Deut 33:29, Isa 14:14 and Job 9:9.65 The sense so
conveyed is that of “back.” Hence, with regard to Job. 9:8, Isa 14:14 and those passages where
the phrase  ָבּמֲתֵ י א ֶֶרץoccurs, they conclude: “A close structural similarity between the figurative
expressions bomǒtê ʾāräṣ, bomǒtê yām, and bomǒtê āb together with the use of the verb rkb “to
mount, ride upon” with bomōtê ʿāräṣ (twice) almost totally excludes the possibility of
interpreting *bōmät in bom̄ tê ʾāräṣ as a topographic term.”66 Regarding Deut 33:29, they argue
for an non-metaphorical, anatomical sense based on similarities with other passages where such a
denotation is found, as well as iconographic evidence, which corresponds to the image
represented in this passage.67 As to Ps 18:34 (2 Sam 22:34) and Hab 3:19, they argue, on the
basis of context, for the adverbial sense of “upright.”68
On the other hand, for the A vowel, they postulate a topographical and cultic purport.69
With respect to the topographical, they define it as having the semantic range of “open (possibly

64

It should be remember that Vaughan includes Ps 18:34 (2 Sam 22:34) and Hab 3:19 with those passages in
which the phrase  ָבּ ֲמתֵ י ֶא ֶרץoccurs. Kogan/Tishchenko, though opting for the same anatomical signification, do not
(which follows HALOT’s classification scheme).
65

They also include 1QIsaa as an anatomical reference as well, with the nuance of “body, corpse.” Hence, only
as a semantic derivation of such can the sense of “grave” (per Albright) be so understood (Kogan and Tishchenko,
“Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 338–39).
66

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 332,

67

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 332–33.

68

They arrive at the adverbial sense, first, by noting  בָּמ ֹתַ יin Ps 18:34 (2 Sam.22:34), due to the structuring of v.
34 in light of v. 35 (where  י ָדַ יstand in parallel to )ז ְרוֹע ֹתָ י, stands parallel to רגלַי.ַ On this basis, then, they argue that
the expression  ְועַל בָּמ ֹתַ י י ַ ֲע ִמידֵ נִיis very similar to ַל־רגְלִים
ַ ( ֶה ֱע ִמיד עas found in Ezek 2:2, 3:24), which conveys the idea
of “to put someone erect, in the vertical position” (Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew
bamah,” 334). Thus, similar to the use of , ְועַל בָּמ ֹתַ י י ַ ֲע ִמידֵ נִי ַרגְלִיםis used here with the sense of “to cause to stand” (or
“to cause to walk” for Hab 3:19) on one’s back, or uprightly (Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on
Hebrew bamah,” 334–35).
69

It should be recalled from the diagrams above, that, though similar orthographically, the etymological
development for the cultic nuance is unknown.
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hilly) area, hill, plateau.”70 Of those passages which so manifest such a signification, they list
only five (2 Sam 1:19, 25; Mic 3:12/Jer 26:1871; Jer 17:3; Ezek 36:2). Kogan/Tishchenko observe
that all these passages utilize the plural form. Hence, similar to the Akkadian term, the
topographical word is to be understood as a pluralia tantum.
Another significant factor in their analysis concerns the instances where a pronominal
suffix is attached. It is important to note that the O Form is present only in the pl. construct state,
which, without a suffix, is thus spelled  ָבּמֲתֵ י. Kogan/Tishchenko note that there are 14 instances
where pronominal suffix is attached to the plural construct form בָּמוֹת. Though the form is
identical to the pl. construct of  ָבּמָה, as opposed to the  ָבמֲתֵ יform, they nevertheless hold that both
forms (the A and O forms) utilize  בָּמוֹתwhen a pronominal suffix is attached ( בָּמוֹת+ linking י72 +
suffix). They stipulate that only context allows for a differentiation between the two forms in
such passages.73 Hence, via this means, they are able to categorize the usage of the term in Deut
33:29, Ps 18:34 (2 Sam 22:34) and Hab 3:19 as anatomical.74 It is on this point that a discrepancy
occurs between Kogan/Tishchenko’s position and that set forth by Hardy/Thomas.

Broader Position: Hardy/Thomas
As with Kogan/Tishchenko (as observed above), Hardy/Thomas as well build their twolexeme contention partly upon morphological considerations. Yet, rejecting Kogan/Tishchenko’s
reasoning, they so construct their position on the presence of the ḥaṭep̱ -qameṣ. When distributing

70

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 338.

71

Kogan/Tishchenko would lists these as two separate entities. Yet, in line with how they have been thus far
referenced, they will be regarded as one example.
72

Some 3rd m pl. forms, though, do not have the connecting ( יsee Num 33:52, for e.g.).

73

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 332.

74

Kogan and Tishchenko, “Lexicographic Notes on Hebrew bamah,” 333, 349. Note, on this basis, they are
able to qualify 1QIsaa 53:9 as an anatomical reference.
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the passages according to sense, it is the morphological consideration which determines such
placement. By doing so, though, they differ from Kogan/Tishchenko in that they hold all
fourteen occurrences of the pronominal suffix usage as pertaining to  ָבּמָה, rather then ( בְּמ ֹתthe
orthographical form of their second lexeme).75 They do so on the basis that all such examples
must be so identified because of the presence of the irreducible –ot ending.76 The passage thus
affected are Deut 33:29, Ps 18:34 (2 Sam 22:34) and Hab 3:19. Hence, for this reason, they offer
a broader usage of the topographical signification.
Yet, they also hold to a broader categorization for a second reason. As opposed to
Kogan/Tishchenko,77 they distinguish between the qerē and the keṯîḇ spelling, especially where
the poetic stock formula occurs.78 Thus, the qerē, which is a later development, in their
estimation, denotes an anatomical sense, whereas the keṯîḇ a topographical one.79 So, for their
analysis, the keṯîḇ and the qerē are added to the two different lexemes. Hence, their list for the
 בְּמ ֹתlexeme includes the following: Deut 32:13 (qerē); Isa. 14:14, 58:14 (qerē); Am. 4:13; Mic
1:3 (qerē); Job. 9:8; for the topographical denotation: Deut 32:13 (keṯîḇ), 33:29; 2 Sam 1:19, 25,
22:34; Isa. 58:14 (keṯîḇ); Jer 17:3, 26:18; Ezek 6:3, 36:2; Mic 1:3 (keṯîḇ), 5, 3:12; Hab 3:19; Ps
18:34.80
75

Hardy and Thomas, “Another look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 183.

76

Recalling their etymological development, they, as opposed to Kogan/Tishchenko’s bumt, offer bumut as the
original Hebrew root, which thus explains the ḥaṭep̱ -qameṣ. Hence, it would seem that, with the pronominal suffix,
the ḥaṭep̱ -qameṣ is expected for such a derived form.
77

As well as Loretz, who is another example of the broader categorization.

78

As with Vaughan, they also include Ps 18:34 (2 Sam 22:34) and Hab 3:19 as part of such.

79

The only passage where the poetic stock formula occurs and does not have the two alternatives is Amos
4:13. Hence, only this passage is regarded as solely demonstrating an anatomical sense. Note they also regard Job
9:3 and Isa 14:14 as evincing an anatomical denotation. On this basis, then, they stipulate: “Because of the formal
similarities to the bemᵊte lexeme, however, these three attestations were later harmonized in the vocalization
tradition with the bmty forms (Job 9:8, Isa. 14:14, Am. 4:13)” (Hardy and Thomas, “Another look at Biblical
Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 184 n.51).
80

Loretz actually demonstrates an even broader categorization for the topographical sense than Hardy/Thomas.
Both Kogan/Tishchenko as well as Hardy/Thomas, in part, argue that the passages containing the stock poetic
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Topographical Vs. Anatomical Sense
Appeal for a Topographical Denotation
It would seem best, at this point, in attempting to deduce the possibility of a topographical
signification, that focus is given upon those passages that are commonly agreed upon. Utilizing
the narrow categorization, then, at least five passages arguably manifest a topographical
denotation: 2 Sam 1:19, 25; Mic 3:12/Jer 26:18; Ezek 36:2; Jer 17:3. As we have noted, both
Kogan/Tishchenko and Hardy/Thomas rely upon morphological distinctions to make their case.
Yet, as is evident with their handling of the topographical possibility, Kogan/Tishchenko also
lean heavily upon contextual features. So with regard to Ezek 36:2, against both HALOT and
BHS’s desire to emend this passage to read שׁ ְממַת
ִ , they argue that בָּמוֹת, with the topographical
nuance of “height,” makes such an effort superfluous.81 They observe that v. 5 seems to indicate
that the Edomites are taking possession of Judah’s southern territory. The phrase “ בָּמוֹת עוֹלָםis
clearly analogous to gibʿōt ʿôlām ‘everlasting hills’” which they further assert parallels the
formula as will as Job 9:9 and Isa. 14:14 (which are very similar to the formula) evince an anatomical signification.
Yet, for Loretz, even these passages are best explained as topographical references (for his defense of such, see
Loretz, “Literische Quellen zur Stele des „Ball au foudre.” (RS 4.427): Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische
Parallelen,” 338–45, 362–66). It would seem that Loretz bases much of his argument on the context of the individual
passages, and not upon any sort of morphological factors. Thus, for instance, with regard to Mic 1:3, he argues that
the discourse concerning the destruction of the mountain and valleys by the appearance of God, which is concluded
in v. 4, indicates “daß die bmwty ʾrṣ with den hrym „Bergen“ (V. 4a) identisch sind” (Loretz, “Literische Quellen
zur Stele des „Ball au foudre.” (RS 4.427): Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische Parallelen,” 340). Likewise,
he argues for a topographical sense for Deut 33:29 and favors such for Job 9:8. (for his discussion of Deut 33:29, see
Loretz, “Literische Quellen zur Stele des „Ball au foudre.” (RS 4.427): Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische
Parallelen,” 343–44, 364; for his discussion of Job 9:8 see Loretz, “Literische Quellen zur Stele des „Ball au
foudre.” (RS 4.427): Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische Parallelen,” 342–43). Both Kogan/Tishchenko as
well as Hardy/Thomas categorize these latter two references as denoting an anatomical sense. Additionally, it would
seem that Loretz points to a topographical purport for Isa. 14:14, in that he associates the “( עַבclouds”) with
mountains (for his discussion of such, see Loretz, “Literische Quellen zur Stele des „Ball au foudre.” (RS 4.427):
Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische Parallelen,” 338, 359–61), again a passage the others take as evincing
an anatomical signification. The only anatomical reference that Loretz allows for is the post-biblical usage of ָבּ ָמה
found in Sir. 9:2. Yet, even here, he stipulates: “Die Interpreten scheinen sichim Unklaren darüber zu sein, ob bmh
in Sir 9,2 als Begriff der Topographie oder er Anatomie zu übersetzen ist“ (Loretz, “Literische Quellen zur Stele des
„Ball au foudre.” (RS 4.427): Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische Parallelen,” 355). Later, though, he
seems to favor the anatomical sense for Sir. 9:2 (Loretz, “Literische Quellen zur Stele des „Ball au foudre.” (RS
4.427): Ug. bmt I, bmt II, akkadische und hebräische Parallelen,” 366).
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expression עַדה ְַר ֵרי־, “eternal mountains,” in Hab 3:6 and ה ְַר ֵרי־קֶדֶ ם, “ancient mountains,” in Deut
33:15.82 They further utilize other topographical features referenced in the passage to support this
topographical interpretation. Hence, these contextual factors help to affirm the translation of
“height” for  בָּמוֹתin Ezek 36:2.
In like manner, they contend for a topographical sense in Jer 17:3. As observed above,
there is a great deal of controversy regarding the correct reading for this passage, with many
suggesting some sort of emendation. Kogan/Tishchenko, though, reject such efforts and opt for a
topographical signification. They do so by first recognizing that the word ה ֲָר ִרי, “mountains,”
although often understood as relating to the previous clause, actually could be read with the
subsequent clauses, hence, again, providing a strong link with a topographical term. They further
observe that the expression  ה ֲָר ִרי בּ ַּשׂ ֶָרהcould be translated as “mountains of the land, uplands,
high country.”83 Hence, they stipulate that the phrase ! “ ה ֲָר ִרי ַבּשָׂדֶ ה הֵילְ! כָל־אוֹצְרוֹתֶ יcan be
understood as a description of bwmtyk placed at the beginning of the sentence (casus
pendens).”84 In this case, then,  ה ֲָר ִרי בּ ַּשׂ ֶָרהand ! בָּמ ֹתֶ יwould be virtually synonymous, both
referring to the land of Judah.85 They further argue that vv. 1–4 provides additional, contextual
attestation for this.
As to the passages in 2 Sam 1 and Mic 3/Jer 26, both of these passages receive little
comment.86 In both cases, they simply contend that the topographical import fits the context.87
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Hence, in this manner, Kogan/Tishchenko argue for or assert a topographical denotation for
these five passages. Yet, in line with their understanding of the Akkadian cognate, they
additionally aver that any notion of elevation is absent from the inherent meaning of the word.
Rather, such a connotation arises from context of the text and/or geographical features of the
land of Palestine.88

Against A Topographical Denotation
Contrary to this position, Barrick maintains that the denotation of  ָבּמָהexcludes any sort of
topographical reference, hence rejecting any sort of topographical import for the passages set
forth by Kogan/Tishchenko. With these five passages, he either argues for an anatomical or a
cultic sense or for an alternative reading. For example, with regard to Ezek 36:2, as observed
above, in the fifth chapter, we have already witnessed how Barrick prefers an alternative reading,
in which he substitutes  שַׁמּוֹתfor בָּמוֹת, based upon the usage of  שַׁמּוֹתin v. 5.89 Likewise, he notes
the tendency of most scholars to accept the alternative  ִבּ ְמחִירas the correct reading for Jer 17:3, a
tendency he appears to be in agreement with.90
As to Mic 3:12/Jer 26:18, focusing his treatment on the Micah passage, he argues that the
consonantal form is not that of the “secular” type: “But for this interpretation one would expect
the plural construct ‘ diagnostic of the ,מ)ו(תsecular’ במה.”91 Of course, contrary to
Kogan/Tishchenko as well as Hardy/Thomas, Barrick understands the non-cultic lexeme, which,
as seen, he asserts is בֹּמֵת, to deal with both the anatomical and topographical nuances. Yet, if
88
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Kogan/Tishchenko are correct (as well as Hardy/Thomas), and the lexeme  במתrefers only to the
anatomical sense, then Barrick’s point is moot.
More for his case, Barrick attempts to argue that 3:12 should be viewed as connected to the
previously mentioned  ָבּמָהin 1:5. Utilizing the work of Freedman and Anderson, he notes the
possibility that these two verses form an inclusio, marking off this section of the book.92 Yet,
recourse to 1:5 poses difficulties to this notion, due to the text critical problems associated with
this verse (as seen above). In addition to the question of whether the text originally read  בָּמוֹתor
אָת ַח ָטּ, Barrick also notes the views of some that all of v 5b was a later insertion. While noting
these difficutlies, he nevertheless stipulates that if the use of  ָבּמָהin these two references (the only
two such in the book) and the placement of 3:12 at the end of a discerable section was not
accidental, such may elucidate the possible link with 3:12, especially in light of 1:5 being a later
insertion: “1:5bβ may well be a reflex of 3:12b,  במות יהודהinterpreting—correctly or not— במות
 יערas a reference to cultic installations.”93 In this manner, then, Barrick is able to allege a
possible cultic usage of the word for Mic 3:12. Implicit to his position, it would seem, by quoting
this passage, Jeremiah transferred the same denotation as found in Micah.
It seems fair to observe that Barrick’s explanation of Mic 3:12 is a bit strained. Even more
difficult for his position is that of 2 Sam 1:19 and 25. As noted by Barrick, both references are
virtually identical. After reviewing different interpretations of the phrase !בָּמוֹתֶ י, he specifies two
as demonstrating “at the very least that is it not obligatory for  במהto have even a derived
topographical meaning in 2 Sam 1:19a and 1:25b.”94 It should be readily noted, though, that one
92
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of the two positions he is referencing, he actually rejects. McCarter attempts to translate the
phrase as having adverbial force, signifying “standing erect.”95 Barrick points to the various
problems with this interpretation and concludes that a “different approach to  ָח ָל$ לעַל־בָמוֹתִ יmust
be considered.”96
The second possible explanation, which Barrick appears to favor, is provided by Freedman,
who postulates that the translation should read: “slain upon thy back.”97 Barrick notes this
corresponds well with obeisance conventions observed by Late Bronze Age Palestinian kings
who, as we have seen from the Amarna Letters, are pictured as groveling on their backs and
bellies “and thus is a fitting of the image of abject defenselessness and defeat to find in the
lament.”98 Noting how such imagery also parallels other passages,99 he further observes how the
Reference to Cultic Phenomena in Biblical and Post-Biblical Hebrew, 106.
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presence of such corpuses would serve as a defiling agent for Gilboa.100 Yet, it must be readily
observed, as even Barrick concedes, Freedman does not really “demonstrate” the correctness of
this meaning; he advances it, but without elaboration.101 It should further be observed that
Freedman later rejects this interpretation, as noted by Barrick.102
Barrick’s treatment of Ezek 6:2, Mic 3:12/Jer 26:18 and especially 2 Sam 1:19, 25 is less
than convincing. With respect to 2 Sam 1:19, 25, the difficulty with his explanation would seem
to be the 2ms suffix found in both passages. It would seem that Saul and/or Jonathon are
referenced in the 3rd person in most of the poem, save v. 26, where Jonathon does appear to serve
as the antecedent. Yet, that such is the case is made clear via the subsequent phrase אָחִי י ְהוֹנָתָ ן,
which would thus be understood as two vocatives standing in apposition.
Whereas, in v. 25, it could be argued that the reference  נָתָ ןי ְהוֹcould likewise be a vocative,
and thus the suffix would again point to Jonathon, the close similarity with v. 19 must also be
taken into consideration: ִבּוֹרים
ִ  נָפְלוּ ג. ָחלָל אֵי2 ַה ְצּבִי יִשׂ ְָראֵל עַל־בָּמוֹתֶ י. There, no reference is made to
99
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Jonathon, but one is made to יִשׂ ְָראֵל. The initial reference, which begins the verse,  ַה ְצּבִי, “glory,”
occurs in the absolute state. Therefore, the subsequent reference to  יִשׂ ְָראֵלcannot be understood
as part of a genitive phrase. The more likely explanation, then, is that  יִשׂ ְָראֵלis a vocative. That
being the case, the suffixed !בָּמוֹתֶ י, would then refer to יִשׂ ְָראֵל. This then would make it unlikely
that the subsequent employment of the 2ms suffix in v. 25 (! )בָּמוֹתֶ יwould have Jonathon as its
antecedent, especially seeing that that  ַה ַצּבִיin v. 19 is either a reference to Jonathon or to Saul
and, hence, corresponds to the subsequent mention of Jonathon in v. 25.103
As to Ezek 36:2, Barrick’s weakness here is his need to appeal to an alternative reading, as
it would seem preferable to retain the MT. In light of this and the strong geographical elements
of the text, the more suitable translation would be a topographical one. As to Mic 3:12, Barrick’s
explanation simply fails to convince. Much of his case seems to depend upon 1:5b being a later
insertion, which then must be taken as an interpretation of 3:12. This seems to be an argument
built upon a significant amount of hypotheticals, with little exegetical certainty.
For these reason, then, it would seem that these references do evince a topographical
denotation for  ָבּמָה, similar to that found in Akkadian with bamâtu. It would also appear, then,
that the topographical reference is a homonym of the cultic lexeme, as opposed to the anatomical
references, which do appear to exhibit a different lexeme all together. This, then, may provide a
hint to the etymological development of the cultic term.
Conclusion
As affirmed in the first chapter, the utilization of etymology to hypothesize a denotation for
the term  ָבּמָהhas been rightly rejected in the more current studies. Still, etymology does factor in
103
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with regard to two areas of our present study. First, as the present chapter has sought to
demonstrate, the evidence garnished from an analysis of Semitic cognates, as well as
morphological considerations, help to determine the nuance for the non-cultic use of the term
and the likelihood that some of the references, which have traditionally been categorized under
the lexeme  ָבּמָה, actually indicate a different word altogether. Further, it appears that even with
the lexeme ( ָבּמָהas opposed to the proposed lexeme בּמת, which only signifies an anatomical
notion), there are good reasons to hold that it denotes both a cultic and topographical sense. This
last point, then, opens up the possibility that some passages, which have been classified as
purporting a cultic signification, ought rather to be understand as displaying a topographical
sense instead.
Regarding the agreed upon passages between the narrow and broader positions, this affects
Mic 3:12/Jer 26:18 and Jer 17:3.104 Yet, as to the present analysis, it should be noted that little
emphasis has been placed upon these references in scrutinizing the broader textual support for
the proposed description for  ָבּמָהbased upon 2 Kgs 23. Especially regarding Jer 17:3, it has been
argued that such should be regarded as a later insertion, possibly originating from a gloss. As to
the reference in Mic 3:12/Jer 26:18, not much of a description is found therein for the nature of a
 ָבּמָה. The two elements which could be derived from these passages, that of the possibility of
affirmation for a rustic setting for such sites and that of a manifested negative evaluation of בָּמוֹת,
do not solely rely upon these passages for such assertions. Hence, eliminating these passages
from an inquiry into the textual evidence does not have a great deal of effect upon such a survey.
Of greater interest is Hardy/Thomas’s classification of the  בָּמוֹתreference in Ezek 6:3 as
displaying a topographical rather than cultic sense. The most one can discern as to their reason
104
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for such a classification, it would seem, is the presence of the word  ָחלָלin the passage and,
perhaps, the reference to mountains, which, as witnessed above, does provide contextual support
for understanding some passages as evincing a topographical nuance for  ָבּמָה, specifically Ezek
36:2.105 Concerning the presence of  ָחלָל, they seem to make this connection between the use of
the word  ָחלָלand the topographical denotation for  ָבּמָהon the basis of such association in 2 Sam
1:19 and 1 QM XII 11.
Whereas, especially in light of the reference to ה ֵָרי יִשׂ ְָראֵל, and also to  ְגּבָעוֹת,  ֲאפִיפִיםand גֵּאָיוֹת,
this proposal is attractive, three factors stand against such a classification. First, in v. 4 allusion is
made to certain cultic items, specifically  ִמזְבְּחוֹת,  ַח ָמּנִיםand גִּלּוּלִים. As the present study holds, it is
very possible that that v. 4 has a close connection to v. 3. Seeing that such cultic items are
present in v. 4 would provide strong support for a cultic sense over that of a topographical one
regarding the word  ָבּמָה, especially in light of the association of these terms elsewhere.
Secondly, although categorizing the present verse as topographical, Hardy/Thomas
classifies the reference to  בָּמוֹתin v. 6 as cultic.106 Yet, except for the mention of ע ִָרים, v. 6
appears virtually synonymous to vv. 3–4, with the mention of  בָּמוֹתand the same cultic apparatus.
Hence, it would seem more likely that both passages utilize the noun with the same signification,
than that v. 3 refers to a topographical location, with v. 6 a cultic. Finally, the presence of ָחלָל
along with  בָּמוֹתalso occurs in Lev 26:30. Yet, Hardy/Thomas do not classify this passage as a
topographical, but cultic.107 So it would seem preferable to classify the use of  בָּמוֹתin Ezek 6:3 as
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cultic.
Yet, this sort of interplay evinced in Hardy/Thomas’s translation of Ezek 6:3 and 6:6,
between, in one case, a topographical signification and in the other a cultic, may illustrate the
means by which the cultic sense developed from the topographical. This, then, is the second area
in which etymology still provides some insight into the term. Whereas Barrick and
Kogan/Tishchenko do not allow or posit any sort of link between the non-cultic term and the
cultic, as far as etymological development, Hardy/Thomas do admit the possibility of an internal
Hebraic development, in which the cultic signification developed from the topographical sense,
as noted at the beginning of this present chapter. Hence, they stipulate: “While not wanting to
suggest that this reconstruction is impossible108 or to assert that the relationship between *bomo I
and *bomo II is transparent, we nevertheless fail to understand how it is simpler or more
preferable than the traditional explanation that maintains a singe lexeme, bomo, with two
meanings (‘open [hill] country’ and by extension’ [hillside, elevated, or country] shrine’).”109
They further observe that the term  ָבּמָה, connoting the nuance “cultic shrine,” came to be used for
a variety of sites “external to the temple at Jerusalem.”110 Thus, they contend for the possibility
that, due to these sites being located on open or elevated locations, external to the “cultic center
of Judahite worship,” the term was chosen, by which such sites were designated as antithetical to
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“orthodox sacred space.”111
Perhaps, a simpler explanation is that, as argued above, such sites were routinely located in
exurban areas, which were designated by the term בָּמוֹת. Because of such an association, there
was a transference of the topological term to the cultic site.

 ַבּיִת,  ִמקְדָּ שׁand הֵיכַל
Synonyms or Antonyms to ָבּמָה
At this point, it would seem appropriate to attempt to designate the relation between the
term  ָבּמָהand other words frequently utilized for cultic sites; particularly  ַבּי ִת,  ִמקְדָּ שׁand הֵיכַל. The
question is whether these terms serve more as synonyms or antonyms for  ָבּמָה.
 ַבּי ִתand ִמקְדָּ שׁ
Outside of the three references discussed in the last chapter, the term  ָבּמָהis never
employed with  ִמקְדָּ שׁor  ַבּי ִת. That itself seems to suggest the greater likelihood that the two terms
were not, gernerally, viewed as synonymous with  ָבּמָה. One possible reason for this could be due
to their regular employment to designate a temple-like structure, such as that of the Jerusalem
temple. While BDB lists occurrences of the term  ַבּי ִתfor non-Jerusalem, “heathen” temples,112 it
is used more frequently with regard to the Jerusalem temple.113 As shown above, the term  ִמקְדָּ שׁis
routinely employed with regard to the Jerusalem temple (in some cases to the structure, while in
other cases to the whole of the temple compound). 114 The above analysis of the textual evidence
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Hardy and Thomas, “Another look at Biblical Hebrew bɔmɔ ‘High Place’,” 185.

112

BDB,  ַבּי ִת, s.v., 1 a.

113

It, additionally, is also used for the earlier, tabernacle (BDB,  ַבּי ִת, s.v., 1 a).

114

Actually one of, if not the only place, where  ִמקדָּ שׂis utilized for a non-Israelite, non-Yahwistic cultic site is
in Isa 16:12, which refers to the Moabite בָּמוֹת, which, as with  ַבּי ִת, demonstrates the scarcity of reference to nonJerusalem temples.
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regarding  ָבּמָה, which discounted any sort of architectural component as inherent to the term,
would affirm the notion that  ִמקְדָּ שׁand  ַבּי ִתshould be viewed as antonyms,115 due to their recurrent
use to describe temple-like structures.
The possible exceptions to this would be the three-afroementioned instances where these
two terms are used to designate  בָּמוֹתsites (Amos 7:9 and Isa 16:12 for  ִמקְדָּ שׁand Isa 15:2 for
) ַבּי ִת.116 Yet, as argued, they are only so employed when dealing with a sub-category of בָּמוֹת
referred to as the בֵּית־בָּמוֹת.117 In light of the above analysis, though, only  ִמקְדָּ שׁappears to have a
more synonymous relation to  ָבּמָה.  ַבּי ִתseems to point to a specific facility associated with בָּמוֹת
sites.
הֵיכַל
The semantic range for the term הֵיכַל, as provided by HALOT, extends from the sense of

115

A point conceded by J. Catron, who acknowledges that the words utilized to describe the Jerusalem temple
would seem “to be set in opposition” to that of  ָבּ ָמה. Nevertheless, she argues that this distinction was an artificial
construct, created by the author(s) to distance the Jerusalem temple from בָּמוֹת. (Janice E. Catron, “Temple and
bāmāh: Some Considerations,” in The Pitcher is Broken: Essays for Gösta W: Ahlström, ed. Lowell K. Hardy and
Steven W. Holloway [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1995], 150). As she stipulates: “In other words, it is possible
that any aspect of the bāmāh or of its worship that might resemble worship at the Jerusalem temple would be
downplayed, while the differences between the two would be inflated. Disassociating the bāmāh from its urban
setting and cultic buildings would be one way in which the writers strove to highlight internal cultic differences”
(Catron, “Temple and bāmāh: Some Considerations,” in The Pitcher [ed. Hardy and Holloway], 153). Thus, this
disperate description between the Jerusalem temple (including, presumably, the words used to refer to such) and
 בָּמוֹתwere due to theological/polemical purposes (she was well mentions literary purposes, though her focus seems
to be more on the polemical intent; Catron, “Temple and bāmāh: Some Considerations,” in The Pitcher [ed. Hardy
and Holloway], 164–65). Yet, while she certainly advocates that it is still possible to get behind the polemical
presentation to the notion that  בָּמוֹתwere temple-like structures (Catron, “Temple and bāmāh: Some Considerations,”
in The Pitcher [ed. Hardy and Holloway], 165), it is important to note that she does indicate that the biblical portrait,
at least in part, contradicts the notion that  בָּמוֹתwere temple-like facilities (Catron, “Temple and bāmāh: Some
Considerations,” in The Pitcher [ed. Hardy and Holloway], 164). Thus, it would seem fair to say that the work of
Catron actually provides support for viewing the textual evidence as garnished from the OT and taken at face value
as more indicating that the terms  ַבּי ִתand  ִמ ְקדָּ שׁshould be viewed as antonyms of  ָבּ ָמה. The only reason to think
otherwise, as evidenced in her work, is based on a presumption that any distinction made between  בָּמוֹתand templelike structures (namely the Jerusalem temple) is due to theological/polemical reasons rather than any sort of
constructural differences between such sites.
116

Recall that the argument above also referenced Am. 7:13, but there the term  ָבּ ָמהdoes not occur.

117

It should be recalled that, in the one example where  ַבּי ִתparallels  ָבּ ָמהin Isa 15:2, it was argued that a
stylistic device was employed, by which the author broke up the underlying genitive compound בֵּית־בָּמוֹת.
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“palace,”118 to the cultic denotation of “temple,” or “nave,” meaning that it can refer to the temple
as a whole or it can refer to the “main room of the temple of Jerusalem between the  אוּלָםand
דְּ בִיר.”119 BDB further qualifies its usage by differentiating between the 1st and 2nd temple, as well
as its employment in Ezekiel, especially regarding the idealized temple of the latter chapters.120
The dichotomy differentiating between the whole of the site121 or the main room122 of the templeproper is found for the 1st temple. With regard to Ezekiel’s temple, especially as it related to the
idealized temple, it would seem to be used exclusively for the main hall.123 BDB stipulates that
 הֵיכַלis the general term for the 2nd temple, either with the article124 or in the phrase הֵיכַל יהוָה.125
Additionally, they note that the term also occurs in the Psalms, but without sure indications as
to126 what is being referenced: the temple proper or the main hall. Lastly, on two occasions (1
Sam 1:7; and 3:15), although still indicating a Yahwistic temple, the Jerusalem site is not in view
but Shiloh.127 Elsewhere, the term is used to designation the heavenly temple.128 It should further

118

Such as the palace of the King of Babylon (2 Kgs 20:18).

119

HALOT, הֵיכָל, s.v., 3.

120

BDB,  הֵיכָלs.v., 2. Note that BDB lists, under the cultic entry, the term as signifying the palace of God.

121

BDB lists 2 Kgs 23:4, 24:13 as two such examples.

122

This especially occurs regarding the description of the construction of the temple recorded in 1 Kgs 6–7.

123

An earlier reference, 8:16, though not listed by BDB, would also seem to utilize the term for the main hall
as opposed to the whole of the complex, due to the description there provided. In 8:16, the worshippers of the sun
are described as stationed at the entrance to the הֵיכַל, between the altar and the אוּלָם. With the mention of the former,
this corresponds closely to the description of the temple’s construction and the mention of the  אוּלָםand  הֵיכַלin 1 Kgs
6:3, 7:21.
124

As in Zech 9:9.

125

Which they stipulate occurs more often. See Hag 2:15, 18; Zech 6:12, 12, 14, 15; Ezr. 3:6, 10; Mal 3:1 for
examples.
126

While holding that Ps 5:8 distinguishes  הֵיכַלfrom  ַבּי ִת, as well as possibly 68:30, they indicate that there is
no such indication for 79:1, 138:2, 65:5 and 48:10. Outside of the Psalms, Jon 2:5, 8 also does not provide sufficient
indication for which sense is meant.
127

BDB, הֵיכָל, s.v., 2 a; HALOT, הֵיכָל, s.v., 2.

128

For example, see 2 Sam 22:7; Ps 11:4, 18:7; Isa 6:1.
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be noted that in all but one occurrence,129 the cultic employment of the term relates to Yahweh’s
temple.
In addition to BDB’s and HALOT’S observations, three further items should be noted.
First, unlike  ִמקְדָּ שׁand  ָבּי ִת, in which we have three examples of these terms standing parallel to
the word  ָבּמָה, no such case exists for הֵיכַל. The closest one gets to some association between the
two terms is Amos 8:3. In 8:3, mention is made of the “( וֹת הֵיכָלשִׁירsongs of the )הֵיכָל. If the word
here signifies a “temple,” the most likely reference would be to the Bethel site. Seeing that this is
designated elsewhere as a  ָבּמָה, this would implicitely connect the two terms. Yet, as Stuart notes,
”הֵי ַכ.in 8:3, could likewise be translated “palace ,ל130 So, it would seem, this particular instance in
inconclusive. Here again, the lack of coorelation between the two terms would grant greater
creedance to viewing the two as antonyms.
Secondly, when some sort of constructional element is mentioned, especially the terms דְ בִיר
and/or אִילָם/אוּלָם, or the mention of the ( ָחצֵרwith the nuance of “outer court”) or the reference to
דֶ לֶת, the signification of “main hall” appears to be in view. Reversely, when no constructional
element qualifies the term, it would seem to signify the whole of the compound.
Thirdly, even when the whole complex is referenced, the structural facet of the word is still
often in the foreground. So, 2 Kgs 23:4 and 24:13 describe the removal of cultic items (23:4) and
treasures (24:13) from the הֵיכַל. From this sort of description, then, it would seem likely that a
structural facility is in view, where such items could be housed. In other passages, reference is
made to the construction of the foundations of the הֵיכַל.131 Hence, it would seem that even when
129

In Joel 4:5, the plural is found and would seem to be referencing the sanctuaries of Philistia, Tyre and Sidon
(as indicated by 4:4), which would thus likely be considered pagan structures.
130

Stuart, Hosea–Jonah, 379. It is so transled in the NASB, NCV and TEV.

131

This is done via the employment of the verb יָסַד, which signifies “to found” (in the piel) or “to be found” (in
the Niph. and Pual) and is translated to the effect “the foundation will be layed,” with the notion of “foundation”
inherent within the verb itself (Isa 44:28 [in the niphal], Hag 2:18, Zech 8:9; Ezra 3:6, 10 (the last four examples in
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the term is denoting the whole complex, it still carries a strong structural connotation.
Conclusion
From the above analysis, then, it would appear that some sort of structural facet is denoted
or connoted by the term הֵיכַל, whether it is used to designate an earthly king’s “palace” or
Yahweh’s “palace.” This would thus distinguish it from the portrait given of  בָּמוֹתas argued in
this study. Unlike הֵיכַל, when a structural component is to be associated with a  בָּמוֹתsite, such is
indicated by the phrase בֵּית־בָּמוֹת. Otherwise, no such feature is inherently signified by the term.
On this basis, then, the term  הֵיכַלwould more qualify as an antonym of  ָבּמָה.
The situation between  ַבּי ִתand  ִמקְדָּ שׁis more complex, due mainly to the lexical suppleness
of these two terms. Whereas,  הֵיכָלseems to point to a specific sort of structural component, ַבּי ִת
can be used for a whole range of facilities, cultic as well as non-cultic.132 That such a range could
also include a variance with regard to its cultic employment would seem to be demonstrated by 2
Kgs 23:7, where the term is employed both for the temple structure, as well as some sort of
structure, termed ( בָּתֵּ י ַהקְּדֵ שִׁיםoften translated as “house of the temple prostitutes”) which was
located within the temple compound. On the basis of this flexibility, it was postulated earlier that
 בֵּית־בָּמוֹתcould have been  בָּמוֹתsites, on which, in addition to the usual cultic apparatus, small
shrines or kiosks could have been located. In this case, then,  ַבּי ִתwould not serve as a synonym of
 ָבּמָהbut indicate a particular facet of such a site. When the term is employed to designate a site of
structural complexity, e.g. the Jerusalem temple, it serves as an antonym for  ָבּמָה.
With regard to  ִמקְדָּ שׁ, again the term enjoys a certain semantic range, whereby, when used
for a cultic area, it can refer to a structure, such as the temple proper. At other times, though, it

the pual; See also BDB, )יָסַד.
132

See BDB,  ַבּי ִתfor examples of such.
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would seem to refer to the whole of the cultic area, including the courts. Hence, it could simply
indicate sacred space, with the specific site providing indication as to its nature; specifically
whether such included any sort of structural components. Nevertheless, the places where it
indisputably appears as a synonym to  ָבּמָהconcerns the  ַבּי ִת־בָּמוֹת. Otherwise, as with  ַבּי ִת, when
indicating a site with architectural features,  ִמקְדָּ שׁserves as an antonym to  ָבּמָה.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
ARCHAEOLOGY AND בָּמוֹת
Having thus established a portrait for a  ָבּמָהsite from 2 Kgs 23, with further support and
clarification from the broader textual evidence, we are not prepared to review potential  בָּמוֹתsites
in the archaeological record for possible illustrations of such. It will be argued that three sites
could possibly be identified as  בָּמוֹתsites. As noted in chapter one, the present study places the
primacy on the textual evidence in determining the nature of a  ָבּמָה, as opposed to those who
would regard the archaeological evidence as primary and the textual evidence as secondary.
Hence, it is only after the textual evidence has provided sufficient details about  בָּמוֹתsites that the
archaeological record can then be scrutinized for possible instances of such. If a correspondence
between the two fields of inquiry can be discerned, the archaeological discovery can then serve
as an illustration of a  ָבּמָה. This will be the goal of the first part of this chapter.
Yet, after this review, it is hoped that the efforts at such a correlation of the textual
evidence with the archaeological record will also lend itself to the formulation of an
archaeological model by which to identify other potential  בָּמוֹתsites. One factor, though, that
must be considered when attempting to attain such a model is the inherent weakness of
archaeology in comparison to the textual evidence. Whereas the textual evidence provides a
certain amount and type of information about  בָּמוֹתsites, not all of this can be translated into the
archaeological inquiry. For one, archaeology simply cannot provide the full range of evidence
that texts do. For another, even the evidence that it does provide requires interpretation. Finally,
as is very evident when one reads archaeologists’ analysis of a site, a variety of interpretations
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are often found for that single site.1 Hence, the weaknesses of archaeology must be taken into
consideration when attempting to develop a model for proposed  בָּמוֹתsites. The basic question,
then, is what can the archaeological record provide confirmation for or example of, and what can
it not?
Additionally, regarding the first section of the present chapter, two observations would
seem to be in order. First, regarding the choices presented, in light of the textual evidence, it
seems appropriate to classify possible  בָּמוֹתsites under three headings. First there is the basic,
open-air  ָבּמָהsite, which also could have been located on elevated space and/or in a rural setting
(or at least in an exurban setting). The site that seems best to represent this type of  ָבּמָהis the Mt.
Ebal site.
The second classification will be the בֵּיתּ בָּמ ֹות. This type of  ָבּמָהis the most challenging of
the three, due to the additional term  ַבּי ִתin construct with  ָבּמָה. As argued above, the utilization of
the term  ַבּי ִתwould seem to signify some sort of physical structure associated with a  ָבּמָהsite. Yet,
is it not entirely clear what sort of structure this might signify. The one conclusion that was
drawn from the textual evidence was the likelihood that such structures were utilized as housing
for the statue or representation of an idol. Further, we have already posited the possibility that the
archaeological record does provide an example of what sort of  ַבּי ִתis meant by reference to the
shrines or kiosks, which served as the prototype for the shrine models discovered in Palestine. In
the following analysis, another possibility will be put forward; namely that the sort of site best
represented in the archaeological record for a  בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹתis the Courtyard Temple. The Danite
cultic site found in Area T will be put forward as a possible representation of such a place.
1

These are reason as well as granting preference of the textual evidence over that of the archaeological
evidence. Simply put, the ancient texts, even when removed by a period of time from the events which they are
reporting on, provide greater wealth of information as well as more significant insight for the period under
examination that the archaeological evidence can.
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The final classification will be ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה. As indicated by 2 Kgs 23:8, there is at least
one instance in the textual record of a  ָבּמָהbeing located in a gate complex at Jerusalem. The site
that will be investigated as a possible השׂ ְָע ִִרים
ּ  בָּמוֹתwill be the gate complex of Area A/B at Tell
Dan.
The second observation also concerns the means by which these three sites were chosen. It
should be noted that such were not chosen due to their identification by the original or
subsequent excavator as  בָּמוֹתsites. This would be a very difficult means by which to attempt to
determine a  בָּמוֹתsite for two reasons. One is because the term  ָבּמָהitself is used in a rather
haphazardly manner by archaeologist. As LaRocca-Pitts explains:
Unfortunately, Israeli archaeologists often use the archaic biblical Hebrew term
bāmāh to identify all types of open air cultic sites, without regard to formal or
architectural criteria. This has led to a multiplicity of excavators reporting the
presence of bāmôt without a general consensus of what the term actually means,
either in modern or ancient usage.2
She specifies Biran’s use of the term in identifying certain elements at the Danite cultic site in
Area T as an example of this problem.3 Hence, the lack of uniformity amongst archaeologists
makes it near impossible to utilize their designations as the basis by which to select possible בָּמוֹת
sites.4

2

LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and Its Early
Interpreters, 132.
3

Actually, LaRocca-Pitts may be incorrect here respecting Biran’s use of the term. Whereas she describes
Biran’s employment of the term as illustrating the “complication of ancient Hebrew terms being borrowed into
Modern Hebrew without a specific semantic range or specialized usage being borrowed along with them,”
(LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and Its Early
Interpreters, 132), Biran would appear, at least on some occasions, to actually use it with a specific sense, that being
“platform.” In this case, then, he would seem to illustrate Vaughan’s understanding of the term, as noted by Davis
(Andrew R. Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context [Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013],
21n.19).
4

Ralph Hawkins provides a helpful summary of the employment of this term in the archeological field (see
Ralph K. Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation [Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2012], 11 n.4).
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Rather than relying upon the excavator’s designation, then, the following will focus on the
description of the cultic site and its correspondence to the portrait of a  ָבּמָהsite as advocated
above. Thus, following a description of the site, the focus will be on those elements which would
seem to provide the most likely reason for identifying the site as a  ָבּמָה, as well as indicating any
aspects of the site which complicate such a connection.
The second and final section of this chapter will focus exclusively on the cultic complex at
Arad. The importance of this site (and reasons for its separate treatment) is highlighted by its
being the only known Judean “temple,” where Yahweh was potentially worshipped. As noted
above, there appears to be a tendency to point to Arad as the most likely example of a  ָבּמָה.
Hence, it would seem necessary to examine this site and, by employing the model propounded
for, attempt to determine the possibility of its being a  ָבּמָה.
It should be emphasized that, with Arad, one can only really speak of possibility or
likelihood, but not certitude. Much of this has to do with the shortcomings of the archaeological
record. Yet, a great deal has to with the uncertainty, as will shortly be seen, as to what sort of
facility is meant by בֵּיתּ בָּמוֹת. Does the phrase allow for such a complex structure as a temple? Or
does the phrase indicate a more humble sort of facility, much like the kiosks hinted at by the
shrine models? While the term  ַבּי ִתwould point to some sort of structure, the  ָבּמָהaspect of the
phrase cannot be forgotten or dismissed. With this in mind, such a site would still seem to be
most identified by an open-air  ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח, with  ַמצֵּבוֹתand  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים.

Review of Possible  בָּמוֹתsites
Mt. Ebal: A Possible Rustic  ָבּמָהsite
Description
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The location for the
Mt. Ebal site, which is
known as el-Burnat Sitti
Salaamiyya in Arabic,
Figure 1. Plan of Stratum
II, Area A (upper left with
central structure of Stratum
Ib superimposed) and Area
B (lower right).5

is located on the second of
four steppes which lies on
the east side of the mountain.6 The site provided indications of two strata (labeled as I and II),
with Stratum I being composed of three areas (A, B and C).7 Stratum I is further subdivided into
two periods (a and b). Stratum II should be dated to the Late Bronze Age (1550–1200 BC),8 with
Stratum Ib dated 1200–1140 BC and Stratum Ia dated approximately 1140 BC.9
The earliest stratum (II; see fig. I) was comprised of Areas A and B. In Area B, the most
striking feature was the presence of what was interpreted as a domestic facility, which abutted a
retaining wall. The structure was a four-room house which strongly suggested that the site was of
5

Source: Data from Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 32.

6

Adam Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” TA (1986–
1987), 106; Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 7.
7

It would appear that Area C’s remains all belong to Stratum I, which is further qualified as Ib. This was the
main time-frame of operation for the site (Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations
Seasons 1982–1987,” 109),
8

Zertal stipulates the middle of the 13th century or slightly later as the date of its founding, with approximately
1200 being the time of its abandonment (Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations
Seasons 1982–1987,” 109).
9

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 8; Zertal, “An Early Iron Age
Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 8.
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Israelite origin.10 With regard to Area A, Zertal identifies as the main features: fragmentary walls
of a building, Surface 61, Pit 250 and Installation 94. In describing Surface 61, Zertal stipulates
that this was a leveled surface made of greyish material. It was partitioned by two thin walls so
as to create inner cells. The pavement of these cells were covered with layers of ash on top of
large body shards from Iron Age I jars.11 Hawkins stipulates that an ancient building was located
on Surface 61, which included the fragmentary walls numbered 18 and 36.12
An important part of Surface 61 was Installation 94, located on the eastern side of the
surface. Zertal describes Installation 94 as being built of medium-size stones “protruding 20–25
cm above the surface.”13 This installation lay in the exact center of the building, between walls
18 and 36.14 It was discovered with stones covering it, with ashes and bones lying underneath the
stones.15
Finally, Zertal describes Pit 25, which bordered Surface 61, as a depression in a rock,
postulating the possibility that it served as a favissa.16 In it were discovered two large
hammerstones, pottery shards and a chalice made of volcanic material.
One final note about this area (A) concerns a test probe that was conducted along a
particular wall17 located in what would be the southern court of Stratum Ib, which was designated
Locus 81, from which it was discovered that large quantities of ash, colas, burnt wood
10

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 111–12, 151; for
the overall layout of Area IIB, see Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 8;
Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 111–12.
11

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 109–10.

12

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 32.

13

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 110.

14

As Hakwins thus explains, this would indicate that the walls did not connect (Hawkins, The Iron Age I
Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 32–33).
15

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 110.

16

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 111.

17

Designated Wall 5.
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Figure 2. Central Structure of
Stratum Ib.18

and animal bones had been
deposited. Hence, Zertal
concludes: “The picture, as
suggested by the burnt bones,
is one of cooking, roasting
and/or sacrificing, which
apparently took place on
bedrock in the open.”19
In Stratum I (see figures 2 amd 3), in addition to A and B, two additional areas were
excavated (C and D). With regard to Area D, there were no major finds in this location.20 Area C,
which is designated as the “corral,” is an open area surrounded by three walls.21 Whereas some
have contended that these walls should be interpreted as connected with animal husbandry
(hence, the designation), Hawkins argues against this because of the design of the site. As he
indicates: “The design of a large site encompassed by a wall expressly for use as an animal pen,
however, is unknown among Iron I settlement sites.”22
18

Source: Data from Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 38.

19

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 111.

20

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 109.

21

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 121.

22

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 53.
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The real importance for Stratum Ib is area A and B. With regard to Area B, the domestic
structure of Stratum II had given way to a paved courtyard. The courtyard23 is described as
serving as something of a platform for the main complex located at Area A.24 Hearths and
potsherds (from Stratum Ib) were found on the floor of the courtyard, as well as animal bones.25
An entrance to the site was also associated with Area B on its northern side.26

Figure 3. Plan of Stratum 1b, areas A and B with
entrance.27

The most prominent focus of Stratum Ib is
Area A, especially marked out by the structure
situated there. This structure was built of large,
unhewn stones,28 with its outer dimension being:
northeast wall, 28.7 ft.; southwest wall, 30 ft.;
northwest wall, 23 ft.; southeast wall, 23 ft.29 The
space inside the structure measured 323 sq. ft.30
The structure had been artificially filled with earth, stones, ashes, animal bones and potsherds.

23

Also referred to as the “quad” by Hawkins (Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and
Interpretation, 48).
24

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 119.

25

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 119.

26

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 48.

27

Source: Data from Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,”

28

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 113.

29

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 39.

30

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 39.

120.
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Zertal further notes that this fill had four distinct layers.31 Important to the interpretation of the
site was the fact that the structure had no entrance or floor.32 Further, Installation 94 of Stratum II
“juts up” in the middle of the structure, which would have prohibited any movement within the
structure.33 On the basis of these features, Zertal concluded: “We therefore assume that it [the
structure] was constructed as a high platform, filled with Stratum II deposits from elsewhere on
the site, such as the bones and ash material found among the hearths of Locus 81.”34
The interpretation of this structure is a crucial element to our present inquiry. Hawkins,
after a thoroughgoing review of various altars from the Early Bronze Age to the Iron Age,
concludes that this structure was an altar.35 Specifically, utilizing Haack’s classification system
for the different types of altars found in the ANE, he designated this structure as a Type 1b openair altar. This type of altar is characterized as being a rock altar, unassociated with a sacred
building, which was constructed of stone, rather than being carved from a natural rock (a Type
1a altar).36 Based upon a review of textual evidence related to the construction of Israelite altars,37
he further argues that the altar fits the pattern laid out for an altar in Exod 20:25–6, which deals
with an altar of unworked stone.
In line with this type of altar and important to the identification of the structure of Ib as
such is the presence of two parallel walls, which rise from the southest and ascend to the top of
31

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 113.

32

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 115.

33

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 115.

34

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 115.

35

For his analysis, see Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 123–50.

36

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 146–47.

37

For his analysis of the literary evidence, see Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and
Interpretation, 174–76. Hawkins utilizing the literary evidence from the Old Testament and non-biblical texts (the
Temple Scroll, the Mishnah, The Letter of Aristeas, Pseudo-Hecataeus and Josephus), stipulates, generally, that the
Mt. Ebal structure conforms to most of the biblical principles of Israelite altar architecture” (Hawkins, The Iron Age
I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 182).
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the structure, which Zertel interpreted as ramps.38 As Hawkins infers, this then would also
correlate with viewing the Ebal altar as an altar type described in Exod 20:25–6, since vs. 26
forbids the utilization of steps for such an altar. As he observes regarding Exod 20:6’s
proscription: “This explicit prohibition suggests that an alternative means of ascending the altar,
such as a ramp, would be permissible.”39
Another feature regarding Ib, Area A40 is the presence of 70 to 80, what Zertel refers to as,
“installations.”41 Hawkins explains these as structures which were stone-bordered circles,
squares, or rectangles as well as of irregular shapes.42 60 of these installations were found to the
north of the main structure (apparently outside of the northern courtyard, which will soon be
discussed). About half of these structures contained vessels or parts of vessels, of which some
were votive offerings, while others were entirely empty. There were no ashes or bones found in
these structures in this particular portion of the site. Zertal interpreted these “installations” as
places where worshippers would deposit their offerings.43
Two other features found in Area A were a surrounding wall complex and two courtyards.
For our purposes here, the courtyards are especially important to note because of what was found
therein. Located to the north and south of the main structure (what has been interpreted as an
altar), other stone installations were built into the paving of the courtyards. These installations

38

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 117.

39

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 157.
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It should be noted that Zertal interprets these installations as representing both Stratum Ib and Stratum II
(Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 117).
41

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 117.
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 45.
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Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 118. As noted by
Hawkins, some, such as Gilmore, have attempted to interpret these structures as silos. Yet, after reviewing silos
from various other sites, Hawkins avers that the Ebal structures did not conform to such due to their size and
arrangement (Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 46–47).
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contained ash and partially burned animal bones, as well as jars and juglets.44 More will be said
momentarily about the importance of such remains, especially in identifying the site as cultic in
nature.
As to Stratum 1a, not much needs be said for our present purposes, nor, it would appear,
can much be said, seeing that Zertel described this Stratum as the post-occupational phase.45 The
most interesting facet of this phase is the apparent intentional effort to bury Area A and parts of
Area B of Stratum Ib with stones.46

Faunal Remains
Of the items found at the site, the faunal remains are of great importance, not only for
identifying the site as cultic in nature, but, for the present study, in determining the likelihood
that Ebal was a  ָבּמָה. Hawkins provides a succinct summation of these remains.47 Two thousand,
eight hundred, sixty-two bones were found at Mt. Ebal, of which seven hundred, seventy were
identifiable. Seven hundred, forty-one of the seven hundred, seventy bones represented four
species of large mammals, most dominant being sheep and goats (which represented sixty-five
percent of the finds) with domestic cattle representing twenty-one percent of the remains. The
most interesting, though, were the bones of fallow deer, which made up ten percent of the bones
collected.
As to the concentration of the remains with respect to the central structure of Area A, the
possible altar, Hawkins, employing the analysis of Horwitz, makes five points:48
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Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 116–17.

45

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 109.
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Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 124,

47

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 63.

48

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 65.

291

1. There was a very high concentration of bone material at this location.
2. There was a high concentration of fallow deer bones (21% of the bones as opposed to
5% elsewhere).
3. Fifty-seven of the one hundred, twenty-eight burnt bones were found in the main
structure.
4. Nine of the twenty-five bones with cut marks came from the main structure.
5. Fish remains were all from the main structure.
Two other characteristics of the bone remains deserve mentioning. First, the presence of cut
marks provides indication of butchery or dismemberment. Secondly, that some of the bones were
burnt would indicate the use of fire, but without indication of purpose (i.e. whether the animals
were cooked roasted or used in sacrificial rites).49
Hawkins further notes “interesting differences” between Ebal and other Iron Age habitation
sites.50 One regards the species found at Ebal. Hawkins notes the complete absence of donkeys,
horses, pigs, carnivores and gazelles at Ebal. He further stipulates the absence of pigs and
gazelles is most significant due to their presence in the immediate vicinity of Ebal. On this basis,
again employing conclusion drawn by Horwitz, he observes that only edible species were present
at Ebal.51
Secondly, there is a higher percentage of burned bones at Ebal than at other locations.
Whereas the percentage, again according to Horwitz, is not significantly higher, what does
distinguish Ebal is the placement of the burnt bones, in that fifty-seven of the one hundred,
twenty-eight bones were found in the central structure, which would point to varying activities in
49

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 65.

50

Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 65.
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 65.
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the different areas of the site.52
Hence, the faunal remains point to a cultic usage for the Ebal site. As Zertal notes: “The
limited range of faunal remains, all conforming to Mosaic dietary laws, and all except the fallow
deer mentioned in the Bible as suitable for burnt offerings, is probably significant, since the
assemblage differs from that found in Bronze Age and Iron Age domestic sites and in Canaanite
cultic sites…”53 The most problematic feature of the remains, respecting a cultic interpretation,
as noted by Zertal, are the presence of fallow deer. Fallow deer would appear to fall outside of
the range of accepted animals for sacrifice, especially regarding the שׁ ָלמִים
ְ  זִ ְבחֵיand the ות#ֹ ע.54
Hawkins attempts to explain this as perhaps indicating an ancient shamanite practice, in which
case a participant in the ritual act would don a shamanite head-piece or mask, with deer remains
(such as antlers) attached.55 Another possibility that Haskin posits is that the deer bones were
buried in the altar for some sort of apotropaic function.56 One final theory, as put forward by
Ben-Noon, is that these bones represented a gift offering for the purpose of filling the altar.57
One other factor brought out regarding the faunal remains concerns the possibility of cultic
feasting. As already noted, one characteristic of these remains is that they were all lawfully
edible foodstuff for the Israelites (including the fallow deer). Hawkins further observes that Ebal,
in this manner, compares favorably with other cultic sites,58 as well as with the Biblical tradition
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 65–66.
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Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 157.
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See Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 179–80.
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 180–81.
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 182.
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 182. It is important to note
that when speaking of being found at the central sanctuary, by identifying such as an altar, this would indicate that
these remains were actually part of the four layered fill discovered within the structure.
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 148.
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of such feasting at Mt. Ebal.59 Hence, Hawkins, responding to Diver’s derisive dismissal of the
site as cultic by describing it as a “prime site where barbecues were enjoyed by families on
Saturday afternoons,” stipulates that rather then actually countering the cultic interpretation, it
may in fact have reinforced it.60 For our purposes, cultic feasting, as observed above, was one
part of the practice of the שׁ ָלמִים
ְ  זִ ְבחֵיrites, which has been argued is the dominant rite practiced at
בָּמוֹת.

Cultic Interpretation of the Site
Of the three sites that have been picked to illustrate possible  בָּמוֹתsites, Ebal is the most
contested with respect to its cultic interpretation. Nothing at the site, such as some sort of edifice
that could be identified as a temple-like structure, demands a cultic interpretation. Indeed, there
are two other, prominent interpretations for the site, besides the cultic. One is that it was a
village, with three phases.61 The other possible interpretation, similar to the prior, is that it was a
farmstead.62 Zertal and, perhaps to a lesser extent, Hawkins defend the cultic interpretation based
primarily on eliminating these other possible interpretations.63
59

As recorded for instance, in Deut 27:7 (see Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and
Interpretation, 195).
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 196.

61

This would appear to be the more popular alternative. As noted by Hawkins, Kaminski is the leading
advocate for this theory. He explains the site as a village with three strata. In the first stratum, in Area A, a domestic
dwelling was built. This dwelling, in the second stratum, became his proposed tower site (his interpretation of the
main structure in Ib), which was subsequently destroyed. For a summation and critique of Kempinski’s position, see
Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 73–81, 81–117.
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Proposed by V. Fritz. For a summation and critique of this position, see Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure
on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 78–81.
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Zertal does this by focusing on the central structure. After reviewing and noting the difficulties attended with
three possible interpretation for the Stratum Ib central structure (the three being: a storehouse; domestic building; a
tower), he concludes: “By the process of elimination, we are therefore left with the concept of Mount Ebal as a
cultic site” (Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 154).
Hawkins provides a more thoroughgoing examination of the aforementioned interpretations for the site as a whole
(specifically its layout), as well as the possible theories regarding the central structure. After his analysis of the noncultic possiblities, he concludes: “Although some parallels between Mt. Ebal/el-Burnat and the domestic and
military [by which he means the tower interpretation] structures examined in this chapter do exist, they are partial,
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On the basis of their interpretation of the site as cultic, they postulate the following: In
Stratum II, Area A was a cultic site, with Area B having a domestic structure, which possibly
served as the abode for the overseers of the site.64 Hawkins further postulates the possibility that,
at this phase, it served as a tribal or even a family cult site.65 During Stratum I, the site was
substantially modified by the removal of the domestic structure and the construction of the main
structure, presumably the altar, in Area A.66 The site would seem to have been designed for the
purpose of serving a large crowd.67 Hence, this factor allows for the possibility that Ebal was
transposed from a tribal or family site to a central cultic site, which could corresponds to Shiloh,
as described in 1 Sam 1. Zertal, thus, classified the Ebal site as “an open cultic site with an altar,
surround by a temenos, entered by a ceremonial entrance, with installations around it containing

and Mt. Ebal, essentially remains unique among the Iron Age I settlement sites” (Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure
on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 117). He as well examines the Mt. Ebal site in light of other religious
structures, focusing his attention especially on sites that have been designated as gilgalim (basically, gilgalim were
fortified encampments, which were often associated with cultic functions; for greater discussion and more precise
definition of this term as used by Hawkins, see Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and
Interpretation, 121–22; for his broader analysis, see Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and
Interpretation, 118–22.) as well as examing the central structure in light of various Middle Bronze to Iron Age II
altars. Also, as part of the religious examination, he likewise reviewed Judaic textual evidence for comparisons with
this site (especially important is the possible comparison between the central structure and those texts which give
indication of Israelite altar structures; see Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and
Interpretation, 151–83). As to comparisons with other sites and altars, he observes, “Parallels for the Mt. Ebal site
were found primarily among the gilgalim of the Jordan Valley and, for the central structure, among Syro-Palestinian
altars” (Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 225). As to the central
structure in light of the textual evidence, he stipulates: “The Mt. Ebal site appears to meet all the criterion of these
traditions for the design and construction of an altar. Overall, the central structure is most redolent of the altar of
unworked stones described in Exod 20:24–26, which is, in fact, specifically cited in the report of Joshua’s building
of the altar in Josh 8:3” (Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 225–26).
The major difficulty in identifying the central structure as an altar is the presence of bones and ash in the fill, which
he describes as “unique among the corpus of known altars…” (Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal:
Excavation and Interpretation, 225). Yet, again, as with Zertal, his overall argument for a cultic interpretation of the
site would seemt to rest primarily upon a process of eliminating all other possible interpretations for Ebal.
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Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 151.
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 226.
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Hawkins, The Iron Age I Structure on Mt. Ebal: Excavation and Interpretation, 226.
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For the reason for this suggestion, see Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations
Seasons 1982–1987,” 157.
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offerings of the worshippers who came to the site or remains of previous sacrifices…”68

Ebal: A Potential  ָבּמָהSite
When looking over the archaeological evidence in relation to the proposed markers of
identification for  בָּמוֹתsites, three elements stand out. Of course, the most noticeable is the
presence and prominence of an open-air sacrificial altar. As argued above, this is not only one of
the three apparatus routinely associated with a  ָבּמָה, but the most important of such. So much so
that we have further pointed to the possibility that  בָּמוֹתsites could be designated as altar sites.
Hence, that Ebal would also likely be described as an altar site makes its identification of a  ָבּמָהa
very strong possibility.
The second facet concerns the faunal remains. Not only does such help to affirm the site as
cultic, but the presence of such legally edible animals would also point to the ritualistic
consumption of cultic meals. This, then, corresponds well with the practice of שׁ ָלמִים
ְ  זִ ְבחֵיrites.
A third, more opaque factor, concerns the domestic building of Stratum II. As noted, one
possible interpretation of this facility is that it served as a housing unit for the overseers of the
site. This could, thus, provide some support for the notion that the site was superintended by a
priesthood. Whereas much more evidence would be need to grant greater certainly for this
assertion, still such would, in the least, point in that direction.
Beyond these essential elements of  בָּמוֹתsites, there are two other factors concerning Ebal
that correspond well to frequent (though not fundamental) characteristics of  בָּמוֹתsites. First, as
stipulated above,  בָּמוֹתwere routinely located upon elevated terrain (perhaps, even having a
68

Zertal, “An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 156. Zertal, in an
earlier article, raised the very real possibility that this was the very altar site spoken of in Deut 27 and Josh 8 (See
Adam Zertal, “Has Joshua's Altar been Found on Mt. Ebal?” BAR [1985]: 26–43). Yet, he later modified this
possibility by stipulating that no conclusive answer can be provided as to whether it was Joshua’s altar (see Zertal,
“An Early Iron Age Cultic Site on Mount Ebal: Excavations Seasons 1982–1987,” 158). Yet, even here, he still
presents strong reasons for such a connection.
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preference for such). Certainly, this would find a parallel with Ebal. Secondly, as evidenced in 1
Sam 9 especially,  בָּמוֹתwere routinely located in exurban or rural settings. Again, Ebal would fit
this trait.
Hence, it would seem that many of the essential factors, as well as secondary features, of
 בָּמוֹתsites do fit with the Ebal site. There is one major difficulty with this identification, though.
It is to be noticed that no  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwere discovered by Zertal. This, though, should not be
surprising, especially if such items were of wooden construction.69 What is more striking is the
absence of any  ַמצֵּבוֹת, which are claimed for many cultic sites. Thus, the lack of this last item
certainly problematizes identying the Ebal site as a  ָבּמָה.
Dan Area T: A Possible בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת
Of the three types of בָּמוֹת, the  בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹתmay well be the most challenging to identify, due
primarily to the complication in identifying what sort of structure the word  ַבּי ִתsignifies. As
argued above, the use of this term in construct with  ָבּמָהwould seem to indicate that this
particular site had some sort of facility or edifice connected with it. 70 Yet, the word  ַבּי ִתhas such
a variety of nuances, the sort of facility that is meant is difficult to determine. Whereas, as
postulated above,  ַבּי ִתcould signify something like a small shrine or kiosk, it must be admitted
here that the phrase  בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹתcould also indicate facilities of some architectural sophistication.71
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The idea, of course, being that wooden structures would not endure the ravages of time and other destructive
elements well.
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One should recall the explanation was put forward above. In reviewing the place in the Hebrew Scriptures
where the phrase was employed, it was perceived that in four of the five references, idolatrous images appeared in
the same context with the בֵּית־בָּמוֹת.70 Hence, it was argued that that the employment of  ַבּי ִתspecified the presence of
some sort of housing facility for the images. Utilizing Zevit’s theory of the presence of small shrines or kiosks
throughout the Palestinian area, the possibility was put forward that such a facility may well have been the sort of
thing associated with  בָּמוֹתsites, and were the structure denoted by the word  ַבּי ִת. Such possibly being the case, then,
 ַבּי ִתdid not necessarily point to an architecturally sophisticated, temple-like structure.
71

It is important to recall the argument presented above as to the relation of  ַבּי ִתand  ָבּ ָמהin this phrase. The
term  ַבּי ִתis what points to some sort of structure being associated with a  ָבּ ָמהsite. That such a term must be utilized,
as argued above, actually invalidates the notion that some sort of archectural sophistication is inherent to the word

297

The archaeological record indeed provides another possible association, which would seem to
involve greater structural complexity. This would be what G. R. H. Wright refers to as a
Courtyard Temple-type of site.

Temple Courtyard
Regarding temple structures, Wright attempted to differentiate between different types of
temples based upon certain factors. One type of temple he designated as a Courtyard Temple.72
Wright based his different typologies upon wide observations of temples found in a variety of
locals, including those found in Mesopotamia. There, one finds a type of temple that Wright dubs
Hofhaus.73 Wright describes such a temple as one in which a series of rooms “are disposed
around the perimeter of a court so that the court is the main feature of the building.”74 In some
ways, this would seem to resemble a Cannaanite temple-type, referred to as the Courtyard
Temple.
With respect to Canaanite temples, he introduces the notion of the Courtyard Temple. It
should be noted that Wright himself connects this to  בָּמוֹתsites. For Wright, a  ָבּמָהwas an openair cult site, which was located on some sort of elevated spot.75 This elevation, though, could be
artificially created. Hence, we see Wright here connecting the term to cultic platforms,

 ָבּ ָמה. What is being admitted here is that the elasticity of the term  ַבּי ִתallows for structures of a simpler sort as well as
of a more complex nature.
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George R. H. Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of Canaan,” PEQ (1971): 19. As the title of this
article indicats, Wright’s focus here is upon Canaanite temple-types prior to the entrance of Israel.
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Wright evinces the old etymological approach to defining a  ָבּ ָמה, in that he stipulates that the word denoted a
“protruding crest,” or “ridge, back” (Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of Canaan,” 19). From this, then, he
stipulates that  ָבּ ָמהessentially indicated “an area of ground marked out as a holy, partly in view of its salience”
(Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of Canaan,” 19).
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reminiscent of Vaughan’s later theory.76 Addtionally, he held that two cultic items,  ַמצֵּבוֹתand
 ֲאשׁ ִֵרים, were found at such sites.77 Wright, in one place, connects these “open-air tree and pillar
cults” to the Patriarchs and, thus, identifies them as their places of worship.78 These elements, a
( ָבּמָהpresumably a raised platform),  ַמצֵּבוֹתand the  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwere later taken up in the more
elaborate temples.79 Hence, this development would be the background for the Courtyard
Temple-type, which presumably stood, formally, in between the  בָּמוֹתsites and the more
elaborate temples.80 Yet, as will be discussed shortly, the distinction between Courtyard Temples
and  בָּמוֹתis not entirely clear in Wright.
Elsewhere, though, Wright describes the background of such types in more generalizing
terms, going back to a more primitive place of worship, which he describes as a beit
wohnungstempel with a temenos.81 These would structurally reflect pre-urban dwellings of that
period, which Wright refers to as hürdenhaus.82 As reflective of its time, this type of sanctuary
would be a simple building with an enclosure.83 The reason for the association of Courtyard
Temples with beit wohnungstempel is that “the concept of a courtyard temple is one where the
balance of functional emphasis is in the court (s) rather than in the bulding (s).],”84 which
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Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of Canaan,” 19. Note that the work referenced here is earlier than
Vaughan’s. Also, it would seem that by so associating  בָּמוֹתwith the notion of a cultic platform, the term itself also
served to indicate such in later, more elaborate temple structures; i.e., such temples could have שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא,  ַמצֵּבוֹתas well
as בָּמוֹת, which would have been said platforms.
77

Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of Canaan,” 19, 22.
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seemingly would thus reflect the structure of the beit wohnungstempel with an enclosed area.
Through the process of urbanization, the courtyard temples ultimately gave way to the “town
temples.”85 Still, at any location where the “rural sanctuary style building” endured, these may be
referred to as courtyard temples. Two specific examples of such is the Mekal Temple at Beth
Shan, Stratum IX, and the Qatna High Place.86
So then, in Wright’s reckoning, the courtyard temple-type is actually a development from
the  ָבּמָה, in one account, or the development from the pre-urban beit wohnungstempel with a
temenos, in another account. Nevertheless, it seems proper to draw two points from Wright’s
analysis. The first, present in both accounts, is that this is a development rather than a planned
design. Hence, he differentiates the courtyard temple from the hofhaus because, for the latter,
“design is critical” 87 Secondly, there appears to be a very close, if not near identical,
correspondence, between the Courtyard Temple-type and a  ָבּמָה. At one point, he observes
regarding the meaning of Courtyard Temple-type:
If it means anything it should mean that the religious functions are concentrated in the
court and such buildings as exist are secondeary service apartments. In so far as this
is the case the establishment by definition, in our eyes, declines from the status of a
temple and approximates that of a high place or cult place or open-air sanctuary,
since we have come to accept a temple (against its etymology) as primarily an edifice
rather than a place”88
Elsewhere, Wright refers to a Courtyard Temple as a “built up ‘High Place.’”89 So it appears that
the distinction is not very clear between Wright’s Courtyard Temple and  ָבּמָה. If there is any sort
of distinction, it would seem to be that the former is more advanced, structurally perhaps, than
85

Wright, Ancient Building in South Syria and Palestine, 244–45.
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Wright, Ancient Building in South Syria and Palestine, 245.
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He also stipulates, as another difference, that the courtyard, for a hofhaus, is actually subserviant to the
shrine (s) (Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of Canaan,” 23).
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Wright, Ancient Building in South Syria and Paletine, 244.
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Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of Canaan,” 23.
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the latter.
Mierse, though, does hold that Wright makes such a distinction.90 Picking up on Wright’s
Courtyard Temple designation, he utilizes it to identify such in the Iron Age period. In line with
his understanding of Wright’s category, he defines such as “those that combine enclosed spaces
and courtyards, treating both elements with equal importance.”91 He does caution that whether a
site should be identified as a courtyard temple is difficult due to the challenge of ascertaining
whether a courtyard and an enclosed space were of equal importance in the cultic practice.92
Further, Mierse notes the difficulty in determining whether a space was roofed, unroofed or even
just partially roofed.93
For Iron Age examples, Mierse points to the cultic sites at Tell Quisile, Stratum X, the
Phoenician Temple of Astarte at Kitron and Building 350 at Ekron.94 Most interesting and
pertinent for our present purposes is his classification of the Tel Dan, Area T site. Still utilizing
Wright’s categories, Mierse classifies Tel Dan “as a combination of a courtyard and a high
place.”95 It is of special interest that Mierse would distinguish the Tel Dan site as a combination
of an open-air site and a courtyard temple, in that, in effect, this would seem to evince the very
sort of dynamics one would expect for a site designated as a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת: an area in which there was
some sort of development, perhaps structural development, and yet, of equal weight, a courtyard
which was, in the least, as important as any structure located there. As the following analysis will
90

William E. Mierse, Temples and Sanctuaries from the Early Iron Age Levant: Recovery after Collapse,
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2012), 193)
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Mierse, Temples and Sanctuaries from the Early Iron Age Levant: Recovery after Collapse, 189. For his
fuller discussion of these sites, see Mierse, Temples and Sanctuaries from the Early Iron Age Levant: Recovery after
Collapse, 189–92. He provides further, possible examples as well; for such see Mierse, Temples and Sanctuaries
from the Early Iron Age Levant: Recovery after Collapse, 190–92.
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demonstrate, this
would seem to be
especially descriptive
for the Tel Dan site at
Area T, Stratum II.
Figure 4. Dan Area T,
Stratum II.96

Tel Dan: Area T
The cultic site of
Area T of Dan (see
figure 4),97 which is
also known as Tell el-Qādi in Arabic, is located on the northwestern corner of the mound. The
area is subdivided into five sections: T-North, T-Center, T-West, T-South and T-East.98 For the
present inquiry, T-Center, T-North and T-West will be the primary focus.99 The cultic site of the
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Source: Data from Andrew R. Davis, Tel Dan In Its Northern Cultic Context, SBL 20 (Atlanta, GA: Society
of Biblical Literature, 2013), 68.
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All figures for this Tel Dan are of Area T during Stratum II.
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 21–22.
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As for T-East, as noted by Davis, this is the least excavated of the five sections. As Davis explains, though
evidence suggest that it was in use during at least Stratum III, presently, its function for that period is not known
(Davis, Tel Dan In Its Northern Cultic Context, 50). As for T-South, this area has been a matter of some debate. One
installation found here was designated as the pool room. Fragments of a tub were also discovered in this location
(Avraham Biran, Biblical Dan [Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1994], 174; Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern
Cultic Context, 7 n.16). Another, more controverted find, was the discovery of a sunken basin with flanking basalt
slabs. Whereas Biran initially interpreted this as an olive press, he later changed his mind and interpreted it as a part
of a water libation rite, associated with the pool room (which lay to the north of the sunken basin; see Brian, Biblical
Dan, 176–78). This interpretation, though, was later challenged by Stager and Wolff (see Lawrence E. Stager, and
Samuel R. Wolff, “Production and Commerce in Temple Courtyards: An Olive Press in the Sacred Precinct at Tel
Dan,” BASOR [1981]: 95–102). They argued for an olive press interpretation, further noting that such would not be
incongruent with a sacred site, considering the utilization of olive oil for sacred practices (Stager and Wolff,
“Production and Commerce in Temple Courtyards: An Olive Press in the Sacred Precinct at Tel Dan,” 96–97).
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Iron Age involved three phases; Stratum IVb, III and II.
Biran identified Stratum IVb as dating to the time of
Jeroboam I;100 Stratum III was dated during the reign of
the Omride Dynasty;101 Stratum II was dated to the time
of Jeroboam II.102
Figure 5. Dan Area T West, Stratum II.103

We will begin our survey of this area with T-West
(See figure 5). Whereas a brief description will follow
for each of the sections, it should be noted that there appears to be great continuity of usage from
stratum to stratum. Hence, in all three phases, the section identified as T-West consisted of a
series of rooms.104 Although not much of great significance appears associated with these rooms
in Strata IVA and III, two very important finds occurred which were dated to Stratum II. The
first concerns the room referred to as the ImmadiYaw Room (by Davis) or Immadiyo Room (by
Biran). The room received its name due to the discovery of an amphora handle stamped with the
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 181–82.
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For a defense of this dating, see Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 31–32. Biran specifically
links this Stratum with the reign of Ahab (Biran, Biblical Dan, 189).
102

For a defense of this dating, see Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 67–68.
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Source: Data from Davis, Tel Dan In Its Northern Cultic Context, 75.
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In Biblical Dan, Biran makes only brief mention that the sacred compound was encompassed by rooms and
open areas (Biran, Biblical Dan, 168). One is able to see, though, from his diagrams, that the west side of the
compound was made up of a series of rooms, which would seem to continue throughout the three phases (see Biran,
Biblical Dan, 182, 183). For Stratum III, Davis divides the rooms into four separate cells, which he labels the North
Room, The Annex Room, The ImmadiYaw Room and the Altar and South Room (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern
Cultic Context, 46–48). In commenting on the Altar and South Room, Davis notes: “Like the other rooms of TWest, our knowledge of the “Altar + South Room” in this period is limited” (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic
Context, 48). Hence, as the quote indicates, for Stratum III, these rooms are something of a mystery.
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name ImmadiYo, which, according to Biran, translates as “God is with me.”105 Due to the
placement of the handle near to the cultic site, Biran speculates that it was possibly a person
serving as a cultic functionary.106
Of, perhaps, greater significance was what was discovered in the Altar Room, from which
the room received its name. In this room, three small altars were found. Two of the altars 107 were
identified as incense altars.108 The third, a five-block square altar, was identified as such because
of the traces of heavy burning upon it as well as the discovery of a jar, which contained ashes as
well as sheep and goat bones.109 Such preservation of animal bones, along with the altar, led to
the conclusion that this room was likely used for cultic purposes.110
As to the interpretation of this section, at least with regard to Stratum II, Biran proffered
that these rooms were priestly chambers, even referring to them as  ִלשְׁכּוֹת.111 Similarly, J. Greer
also viewed these rooms as the domain of the priests.112 Davis, while stipulating that these rooms
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Brian, Biblical Dan, 199.
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 201.
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Both showed signs of burning, while one of the two had the remains of fine gray ash in it (Davis, Tel Dan in
Its Northern Cultic Context, 85).
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 80, 85.
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 192–94; Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 80.
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 81.
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As Davis notes (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 104 n.90). It would seem that, in certain
works, Biran only identified the Northern Room as a שׁכָּה
ְ ( ִלsee, for instance, Biran, Biblical Dan, 212–13), while in
other works, he interprets the whole structure as such (Hershel Shanks, “Abraham Biran-Twenty Years of Digging
at Tel Dan,” BAR [1987]: 18–20). According to Biran, this facility was in use down to the seventh century BC
(Biran, Biblical Dan, 213).
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Greer bases this interpretation on the congruence of four non-random distributions in the western section.
With regard to this distribution pattern, certain types of finds should have a higher occurrence in the western section
than they do in the central section, if the western section was the domain of priestly activity, with the central section
serving as the main cultic sphere. He basis this distribution pattern on the OT textual evidence, as to what was
presented to the priesthood, or would have been characteristic of the priesthood. One such non-random distribution
concerns the ratio of small cattle (here seemingly meaning sheep and goats) to large cattle. For a priestly
interpretation, it would seem that the preponderance of such remains ought to be small cattle in the western section
as opposed to the central section, which would fit the textual evidence as to what sort of animals priests were given.
Second concerns the ratio of right-sided to left-sided proportions of the animals. Again, in line with the biblical
texts, an area associated with priests should have a higher percentage of right-sided proportions, than the main cultic
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were also utilized for small-scale worship,113 nevertheless also holds that they were utilized for
priestly purposes. Hence, there appears to be a general agreement as to the priestly orientation of
this area and it could well be that these as priestly quarters, possibly even as  ִלשְׁכּוֹת.
As there is apparent continuity in T-West, the same seems to hold true for T-Center (see
Figure 6). Regarding Stratum IVA, as described by Biran, the central section was composed of
three storerooms (located on the northern edge of the section) and a 7.5 x 5m structure of basalt
boulders.114 A cobbled courtyard originally surrounded the structure, upon which was discovered
a decorated incense stand, the head of a male figurine and a bowl containing small animal
bones.115 Biran concludes: “Since no sign of burning, collapsed brick or roofing were found here,
the cobbling appears to have been part of an open-air interior courtyard in the middle of which

area. Third, regards the proportion of phalanges to meaty long bone framents. It should be noted that another aspect
of the Altar Room is evidence of skin processing, which is based upon the higher percentage of phalanges to meaty
long bones for the western section as opposed to the central section (Jonathan S. Greer, Dinner At Dan, Biblical and
Archaeological Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan and Their Significance, CHANE 66 [Leiden:
Brill, 2013], 96). Such bones (the phalanges) were associated with skin processing activities (Greer, Dinner At Dan,
Biblical and Archaeological Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan and Their Significance, 104). This,
again, would correspond with the textual evidence, which indicates that the priests were apportioned the skins from
offerings. Finally, he points to the proportion of painted to unpainted diagnostic ceramic shards. Based upon the
presumption that priests, during this period, were considered an elite group, it would be expected that there would be
a higher percentage of painted ware to unpainted ware, when the western section is compared to the central section.
In all four cases, what would be expected for a priestly interpretation is found to be true for T-West (for his full
treatment, see Greer, Dinner At Dan, Biblical and Archaeological Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan
and Their Significance, 100–6).
113

Via this interpretation, he suggests that, especially with regard to the Altar Room, such provides indications
of a dual usage for the cultic area. That is, the main cultic structure, which, as will be reviewed shortly, was located
in the T-Center and T-North section, were utilized for large, religious observations of a public and official character.
The section located in T-West, though, functioned as sacred space for small-scale worship “that has been designated
‘family worship’” (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 101; for his full presentation of this argument, see
Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 97–107).
Davis stipulates that his position, though, is not incompatible with that of Biran and Greer, in that he does
allow that this area was utilized by the priests in their duties. As he states: “It seems pluasible that small-scale,
family-oriented rites could take place in part of T-West, while the priests could be in the same area, attending to
cultic activity and receiving their prebends” (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 105). Greer, likewise,
sees similarity between the two views, though he does also stipulate that a difference does exist (Greer, Dinner At
Dan, Biblical and Archaeological Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan and Their Significance, 122–
23, especially 122 n.90).
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 168–73.
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 173.
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may have stood the central altar.”116
Figure 6. Dan Area T-Center, Stratum 2.117

In the subsequent phase, Biran notes that the central structure, as well as the structures
located at T-North, became the dominant feature of the compound.118 According to Davis, a twolayered ashlar platform was placed on top of the boulders.119 There were apparently two circles
found upon the platform, which Biran and Davis postulated as places for columns.120 The storage
rooms, located to the north, appeared to have been
destroyed by fire and were not rebuilt.121
Although Biran understands, at least, the
Stratum IVA phase of T-Center to have been that of
an altar, Davis stipulates that the function of the
ashlar platform was uncertain.122 It is not until
Stratum II that an actual altar was discovered. Davis
further notes that, though there is continuity with
Stratum III, several important changes have occurred
in Stratum II. First, a new wall had been constructed on the northern side of the platform. In line
116

Biran, Biblical Dan, 173.
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Source: Data from Davis, Tel Dan In Its Northern Cultic Context, 73.
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A travertine floor was also placed down at this phase (Biran, Biblical Dan, 184).
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Originally, Biran associated this ashlar platform, described by him as immense travertine blocks, with
Stratum IVA (Biran, Biblical Dan, 173). Davis though, based upon structural considerations, argues against this
association and contends for the platform to have originated in Stratum III (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic
Context, 38).
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 190–91; Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 39–42.
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 41.
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with this northern wall, a staircase was built in the northeastern corner. In the southwestern
corner, a matching staircase was also constructed. As he observes: “These staircases provide
evidence that in Stratum II the ashlar platform was the foundation of another structure, most
likely a monumental altar that was ascended by these two staircases.”123
Additionally, a new temenos wall was constructed around the central altar. This wall plays
an important role in Davis’s interpretation of what he refers to as the conceptual space of Stratum
II. For Davis, conceptual space relates to the design of sacred space. Via its design, the purpose
of sacred space is determined, as well as how that purpose is going to be accomplished. Hence,
conceptual space reflects the beliefs and values of those who designed a particular site.124
Regarding T-Center, in Stratum II, the conceptual space of its designers is partly determined by
the changes that took place there. In Stratum III, Davis argues that, due to the design of the site,
the most important feature was the podium (which will be discussed momentarily), which could
have held a roofed structure.125 Yet, in Stratum II, this changed. T-Center now gained a new
prominence: “In Stratum II, by contrast, the importance of T-Center becomes more pronounced,
and it even seems to have eclipsed the podium as the architectural center of Area T.”126
For our purposes, this is most helpful in identifying the cultic site of Area T, Stratum II as,
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 72.
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For his discussion of conceptual space, see Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 13–14.
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He does so under the auspices of what he labels as verticality of the cultic site. The highest point of the site,
which itself had to be reached by climbing up the mound of the city, was the T-North podium (Davis, Tel Dan in Its
Northern Cultic Context, 50). The size of the podium, its construction of the finest ashlar masonry, as well as its
location made it “the crowning structure of not only Area T but the entire site of Tel Dan” (Davis, Tel Dan in Its
Northern Cultic Context, 51). On this basis, then, he argues that the podium was the “divine abode of the deity”
(Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 51). Related to this, then, concerns the notion of an ordering
principle as part of the conceptual space for the Stratum III site, meaning by this that the cultic site’s physical layout
was determine by the podium. This, in turn, reflected upon the political ethos of the Northern Kingdom, in that such
ordering, which was likely accomplished by the ruling power, reinforced the legitimacy of the current dynasty
(which he understood to be the Omride Dynasty) as well as an effort to unify their Kingdom (Davis, Tel Dan in Its
Northern Cultic Context, 52–55).
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 89.
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at least, reflecting the very sort of dynamics
that were laid out above for a Courtyard
Temple, which could also, then, reflect a בֵּיתּ־
בָּמוֹת. Momentarily, we will deal with and
present Davis’s argument for interpreting the
cultic podium of T-North as a roofed structure.
Taking this for granted for the moment, this
sort of interplay between the courtyard and the
podium corresponds to the sort of dynamics
which has been proposed for a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת.127
The last section is that of T-North (See Figure 7). As noted by Davis, it is this area,
specifically the podium, which has engendered the most controversy.128 Whereas other parts of
Figure 7. Dan Area T-North, Stratum II (The Podium).129

the site seem to be generally accepted as cultic in nature,130 some have challenged the cultic
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It must be emphasized that this only pertains to Stratum II. It could be that this area elicits evidence for the
sort of religious change that took place between the two time periods. The textual evidence would suggest that
especially during the reign of Ahab, a new religious practice and devotion was adopted, which replaced the older
form. A form of Baalism, of Phoenician origins, seems to have been introduced by Ahab, with a resulting effort at
attempting to eliminate the older religious practice, which may well have been some form of Yahwism (at least as
practiced in the Northern Kingdom; see I Kgs. 16:29–34; 18:13). There is also textual evidence to suggest that this
new adherence affected temple construction, in that, on at least one occasion, Ahab is reported to have constructed a
 ַבּי ִתfor Baal in Samaria (I Kgs 16:32). If Stratum IVA was also a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת, similar to the Stratum II area, then it
could be that Ahab remodeled the site to function more in keeping with the new religious devotion. Likewise, the
textual evidence suggests a religious reform under Jehu, which resulted in the rejection of Baalism and a return to
Yahwism, as practiced in the North (2 Kgs chapter 10). Thus, the site of Dan was subsequently refashioned as a בֵּיתּ־
בָּמוֹת, which was, for whatever reason, consider a more correct facility for the worship of Yahweh in the Northern
Kingdom.
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 28–29.
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Source: Data from Davis, Tel Dan In Its Northern Cultic Context, 69.
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For a general defense of the cultic interpretation for the site, see Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic
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interpretation of the podium. As Davis notes, some have argued that the podium should be
interpreted as an administrative building or palace.131 Davis, though, defends the cultic
interpretation: “Moreover, when the podium is considered with its surrounding structures, which
are almost certainly cultic in nature, and with adjacent artifacts, its cultic purpose seems more
likely than not.”132
The next controversial issue concerns the precise identification of the podium. Biran
postulated that the podium was possibly a  ָבּמָה, in which case he seems to be echoing Vaughan’s
understanding of such.133 Davis offers, what appears to be, a more convincing argument that the
podium actually served as a foundation for a “superstructure.” For one, he points to the evidence
of the foundation walls, which, as he explains, “exceeds the thickness needed to reinforce a
fill.”134 Another aspect of the structure that would support the notion of a “superstructure” is the
plan of the interior walls, which would possibly point to the presence of some sort of facility,
rather than just a fill.135 Finally, he points to what would otherwise be an oddity, if no
superstructure existed here, regarding an component of continuity between Stratum IVA and
Stratum III. An ashlar wall runs, lengthwise, in the middle of the podium. After the destruction
of the site in Stratum IVA, this wall was rebuilt in Stratum III. As Davis notes, if the only
purpose of this wall had been to reinforce the foundation of a fill, “there would be no reason to

Context, 22–28; Avraham Biran , “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” in Studies in the Archaeology of the Iron Age
in Israel and Jordan, ed. Amihai Mazar [Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2001], 148–49).
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See Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 28 n. 26 for scholars so inclined.
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 29.
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Biran identified two phases of the  ָבּ ָמה, with the three phases of the Stratum, labeling them A and B (with B
seemingly covering Strata III and II; Biran, Biblical Dan, 168, 189–89). Others, though, provide three labels (A, B
and C), in line with the three different strata (see, for instance, John C.H. Laughlin, “The Remarkable Discoveries at
Tel Dan,” BAR [1981], 33–34 and David Ilan, “Dan,” OEANE 1:109–10).
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 36. If the podium was a raised platform, then all that would
be expected here would be a fill.
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 36.
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rebuild at all, let alone with massive ashlars.”136 So, there is good reason for understanding this
podium as a foundation for a “superstructure.”137
One last item, important to our analysis, concerns the possible plan of the structure. Davis
not only argues for the podium to have been a “superstructure,” but also points to certain features
of the site to postulate the following plan. The front half (its southern half) of the podium could
have been, at least in Stratum III–II, an open courtyard.138 Based on the notion that the floor plan
would have reflected the interior foundation walls, he further stipulates that the dividing wall
mentioned earlier likely supported a façade, behind which was a series of rooms.139 Whereas,
Davis does not attempt any further comment on this structure, Greer offers more insights, part of
which may actually connected us back to the shrines proposed by Zevit (upon which the shrine
136

Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 36.
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There is some differences of opinion as to the development of the podium, particularly from Stratum IVA to
Stratum III. Biran originally described the podium as built of large dress travertine blocks (Biran, Biblical Dan,
160). Davis, though, on the basis of a probe dug in the southern part of the podium, stipulates that Biran’s
interpretation is incorrect. Rather, these travertine or shale blocks formed the foundation of Stratum III’s podium.
The earliest Iron Age podium, according to Davis, was an 18m2 basalt structure. Hence, Davis’s reconstruction of
the site would entail an 18 x 18m platform, with an 18 x 7m foundation made of ashlar (Davis, Tel Dan in Its
Northern Cultic Context, 35), with ashlar stones faced with bossed stones used in the construction of the southern,
eastern and western walls (For Davis full presentation, see Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 32–38).
As to Stratum II, Davis notes that the podium’s substructure remained unaltered and that certain key elements
remained from Stratum III (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 68). One important alteration was the
construction of a large staircase, which actually hid a smaller staircase underneath it (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern
Cultic Context, 68–69). It should further be observed that there was change of orientation between the two staircases
of Stratum II, which is actually an important factor in his contention that the focus of Stratum II, in contrast to
Stratum III, was now on the courtyard. Whereas the hidden staircase was built perpendicular to the southern face of
the podium, the second is less than perpendicular. Rather, its perpendicularity is centered with the altar and its
northern tremens wall. Davis postulates that one possible explanation for this would be that such indicates a change
of focus in Area T: “However, the realignment of the podium’s staircase may suggest that in Stratum II the center of
gravity has shifted from the podium in T-North to the central platform in T-Center and that the latter structure has
begun to determine the area’s spatial arrangement” (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 71).
One final alteration concerns a change of entrance from Stratum III to Stratum II for T-Center. Davis
hypothesizes that the entrance to the Stratum III podium was likely on the western and eastern walls, whereas in
Stratum II, it was now on the southern wall (Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 70).
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The basis for this and why it is only likely applies to Stratum III and II concerns the covering of the
southern walls and the rebuilding of the northern walls from Stratum IVA. As he stipulates, this “selective
rebuilding suggests that the southern half of the podium perhaps was used as an open courtyard” (Davis, Tel Dan in
Its Northern Cultic Context, 36). Unfortunately, because no floor survived from this phase, such a hypothesis cannot
be validated.
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models were designed).
Greer argues that the podium’s structure, based upon architectural elements, was very
similar to the Solomonic temple.140 One factor that Greer points to in order to make this similarity
is the internal proportions of the two sites with regard to the northern part of the podium, the
rooms behind Davis’s facade. The dividing wall and the two outermost eastern and western
dividing walls of the northern section would have created a northern space whose dimensions
would be very similar to that of the Holy of Holies of the Solomonic temple.141 Hence, this would
likely indicate the presence of a דְּ בִיר. The one difference that Greer notes, though, is, while the
width of the podium would match the width of the Solomonic temple proper, not so the length. It
is “significantly truncated.”142
How to interpret this truncated length, in comparison to the Solomonic temple, depends
upon whether the southern part was an open courtyard or whether it was roofed. We have already
noted that Davis contends for an open courtyard.143 If Davis were correct, then we would have a
structure, with an open courtyard and a דְּ בִיר, but no main hall, which would correspond to a
temple’s הֵיכָּל. This sort of structure is closely similar to that proposed by Zevit with regard to his
140

Factors that play into this coorelation include the possible size of the whole compound in comparison to the
possible size of the Solomonic compound; the possible size of the temple structure itself; and the possible size of the
altar (see Greer, Dinner At Dan, Biblical and Archaeolgoical Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan and
Their Significance, 109–12).
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The dimensions for the area would have been 9 x 9m, or 20 x 20 cubits, the equivalent of the Holy of
Holies. Greer also points to what he refers to as the sidechambers of the compound, meaning here T-West as well as
a proposed T-East structure. The basis for this supposition is the presense of extant walls on the eastern side (Greer,
Dinner At Dan, Biblical and Archaeolgoical Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan and Their
Significance, 111). Again, there is similarity between the proposed size of these chambers to those of the Solomonic
Temple (Greer, Dinner At Dan, Biblical and Archaeolgoical Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan and
Their Significance, 112–13). The same holds true for the size of the porches (Greer, Dinner At Dan, Biblical and
Archaeological Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan and Their Significance, 113).
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Greer, Dinner At Dan, Biblical and Archaeological Evidence for Sacred Feast At Iron Age II Tel Dan and
Their Significance,112.
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Greer, though, allows for the possibility that the front was actually roofed because of the width of the
foundation blocks located there (Greer, Dinner At Dan, Biblical and Archaeological Evidence for Sacred Feast At
Iron Age II Tel Dan and Their Significance, 44 n.5).
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shrines/kiosks reflected in the models.
Regarding these shrines/kiosks, Zevit contends that such were fashioned after larger
temples; specifically two different types of temples, one of which is of special interest to this
discussion. This particular type, exemplified by the Jerusalem temple, had the tripartite division,
which would have a אוּלָם,  הֵיכָלand a דְ בִר, with the  דְּ בִירbeing separated from the הֵיכָּל.144 The
shrines possibly modeled after these types of temples characteristically skipped from the façade
to a small cuboid niche. 145 Important to these sorts of shrines was the complete absence of any
main hall or הֵיכָּל.146 The reason, according to Zevit, for such an absence is that this was the area
reserved for priestly activity, and was thus irrelevant to non-priests.147 Hence, he stipulates that
these shrines “made available, immanent, and approachable at one place, what was transcendent,
distant, and approachable only under restricted, supervised, formal circumstances at another.”148
If the podium of T-Center was not enclosed in its southern half, then it too would have
lacked a  הֵיכָּלand would be very similar to Zevit’s proposed shrines. The greatest difference
would have of course been the size of the Danite site. Yet, this may have been due to the
importance of this site, if, like the Bethel בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת, it too was considered a royal sanctuary.
Additionally, both Zevit’s proposal and the possible internal structure of the Danite podium fits
with what has been stipulated above concerning the relation of the term  הֵיכָּלand  ָבּמָה, in that
these terms never appear in connection with one another.
144

In the second type, there was no distinguishable difference made between the  דְּ בִירand the הֵיכָּל.
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With regard to the other type, those shrines, which gave indication of something existing between the
facade and the inner chamber or evincing a more rectangular floor plan, could have represented them (Zevit, The
Religions of Ancient Israel, 343).
146

In other words, the shrine did not emulate the  הֵיכָלof these larger, tripartite temples.
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Presumably, then, these shrines were more utilized by laypeople than by a priestly caste. Whereas this could
present a problem for connecting the Tel Dan Site to such shrines (seeing that they were likely superintended by
priests), it could be that such sites were designed to simply provide greater intimacy between the worshipper and the
deity, while still supervised by a priestly presence.
148

Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel, 343.
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Tel Dan Area T, Stratum II: A Possible בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת
As noted by Davis, T-North is in a state of poor preservation, which limits what can be
deduced about it.149 Still, from this brief survey, certain features of the site stand out, which do
seem to support the notion that the Stratum II phase of this site was a possible courtyard temple,
In this case, if the correlation between this type of temple and a  בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹתis valid, would hence
provide us with an illustration of this category of  ָבּמָה. First, in contrast to Stratum III, the focus
of the Stratum II site, as argued by Davis, is upon the courtyard, particularly the altar. This
would match the sort of description proffered above for a courtyard temple, which in turn would
correlate well with expectations for a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת. Secondly, as averred by Davis, if the T-North
podium were rightly interpreted as a foundation wall for a building of some sort, then this too
would correspond with the possible design of a courtyard temple, as well as with that proposed
for a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת.
As with the Mt. Ebal site, the one element lacking, which would be reasonably expected for
a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת, are any  ַמצֵּבוֹת. The oddness of such privation is further heightened by the great
frequency of such finds at various types of cultic sites. In light of this, even should one argue for
the Dan Site to evince a more formal temple pattern, the lack of  ַמצֵּבוֹתstill seems unexpected.
So, via the archaeological record, we have two possible means by which to understand how
a  בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹתmay have appeared. One means is via the sort of shrines/kiosks, which the model
shrine was fashioned after. The other is the courtyard temple-type of site, which Dan could very
well exemplify. Yet, as argued above, Dan could also evince the type of shrine advocated for by
Zevit, especially if Davis’s interpretation of the southern half of the podium as an open-air
courtyard is correct. The difficulty with this association, as noted, would be the size of the
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Davis, Tel Dan in Its Northern Cultic Context, 60).
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podium, which would be much larger than that proposed by Zevit for such a shrine. Yet, it could
well be that if the Danite Site was a royal  ִמקְדָּ שׁ, as the  בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹתof Bethel was so designated
(Amos 7:13), then this could explain the enlargement of such a structure.
The Gate Complex of Dan: Possible ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה
Description of the Danite Gate Complex
Biran identified four different cultic places in and around the Danite gate complex, which
he identifies as ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה. The gate complex (see figures 8 and 9) is actually a series of three
gates: a lower or southern gate, which would have been the initial entry point; a main gate,
located to the west of the lower gate (with West leading toward the direction of the city); an
upper gate, located to the northwest of the lower and main gates.150 The lower and main gates
were likely built in the ninth–eighthh centuries,151 with the upper gate dating to the eighth
century.152
Biran identified one possible cultic site as located within the courtyard between the main
and lower gates. This area, located at the north side of the main gate, consisted of an ashlar
bench and what Biran called a unique structure. Regarding the ashlar bench, Biran interpreted
this as possibly the seat on which the elders would take their place at the city gate.153 The unique,
rectangular structure was located at the southern end of the bench. There was evidence to suggest
that this structure had a canopy placed over it.154 Biran posits the possibility that this structure
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The path to upper gate, which was constructed later than the other two, involves a change of direction from
the lower and main gates, in which one would take a northern turn to reach the upper gate from the main gate. Biran
observes that this was done for defensive purposes (Biran, Biblical Dan, 253).
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 246.
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Biran, Biblical Dan,250–53.
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 238.
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Biran, Biblical Dan, 241.
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was either the King’s
seat or a place for a
statue of some
deity.155 The item
which suggest some
Figure 8. Tel Dan
Gate Complex: 1–
outside the gates; 2–
the outer gate; 3–the
main gate; 4–the
paved way; 5–the
upper gate.156

155

Biran, Biblical Dan, 241. Zevit challenges Biran’s interpretation of the structure, though. He, specifically,
interprets the installation as a basin or a container for a basin, which would thus suggest to him a libation rite was
practiced here (Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel, 191–92; for the explanation of his rejection of Biran’s
position, see Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel, 191–92 n. 116
156

Source: Data from Biran, Biblical Dan, 236.
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Figure 9. Tel Dan Gate Complex: 1–outside the gates; 2–the outer gate; 3–the main gate; 4–the
paved way; 5–the upper gate.157

157

Source: Data from Biran, Biblical Dan, 248.
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`sort of cultic significance was a stone located at the southwest corner of the structure, which
Biran identifies as a  ַמ ֵצּבָה.1109
Additional evidence that this was a ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הis located to the north of the main gate, at
the foot of the city wall. Here were located five standing-stones, in front of which was a bench or
a table.1110 As with the prior stone, Biran interpreted these five standing-stones as  ַמצֵּבוֹת.1111 For
further affirmation of the cultic nature of this location, within a niche located next to the
standing-stones were some vessels, which included incense bowls, seven-wick oil lamps, plates
and bowls.1112 Biran interpreted these items as votive vessels.1113 Additionally, the bones of goats
and sheep were discovered in this location.1114 Biran labels this site as a ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה.1115
Located outside of the gate complex were two other sites, which Biran identified as cultic
in nature, one of which was situated at the foot of the city wall.1116 As with the previously
described site, here too were found five stones, which, again, Biran interpreted as  ַמצֵּבוֹת.1117 As
Zevit stipulates, the pottery remains from this area would date the site to the end of the ninth or
beginning of the eighth century.1118
Another site located exterior to the city gates, which dated to the Assyrian period (seventh
1109

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” in Studies in the Archaeology of the Iron Age in Israel and
Jordan, ed. Amihai Mazar (Sheffield: Academic, 2001), 149.
1110

Biran, Biblical Dan, 245.

1111

Biran, Biblical Dan, 245.

1112

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 149.

1113

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 149; also see Mierse, Temples and Sanctuaries from the Early
Iron Age Levant: Recovery after Collapse, 124.
1114

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 149.

1115

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 149.

1116

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 153.

1117

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 153.
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Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel, 191.
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century), contained a niche, with three, possibly four, basalt stones. In front of these were
situated a basalt bowl on a carved stone,1119 which Zevit states could have been an offering
table.1120 Biran avers that this is “the best example of a masseboth shrine or high place discovered
at Dan.”1121 He, though, provides no justification for this statement.1122
The last site was located in the area of the upper gate. It is dated later than the site situated
in the lower complex (as well as the first mentioned site external to the gate complex), but earlier
than the last described site. The first part of this site is located to the southwest of the upper
gate.1123 Biran described this as being very similar to the canopied structure in the lower gate
complex.1124 Here was located a niche, with a dais (or raised platform) on its left.1125 A broken
ashlar was also discovered at this location, with a depression carved into it and a groove leading
from the depression to the edge of the stone.1126 Biran interpreted this as possibly a receptacle for
offerings or as connected with a libation rite.1127 Apparently there were no  ַמצֵּבוֹת. Yet, elements of
this site were located on the east side of the upper gate, in which were found five stones, which
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Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 153.

1120

Zevit, The Religions of Ancient Israel, 193.

1121

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 153.

1122

Biran seems to be using the term masseboth shrine (which are so described for obvious reasons) with high

place.
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The upper gate complex actually appears to have an initial entryway, from which one would then turn to
the north (or right as one enters the city) in order to go through the upper gate. In the area between this initial
entryway and that of the upper gate is a courtyard. This cult site is located to the west of the entrance and southwest
of the upper gate (see Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 151; Mierse, Temples and Sanctuaries from the
Early Iron Age Levant: Recovery after Collapse, 124).
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Avraham Biran, “Sacred Spaces of Standing Stones: High Places and Cult Objects at Tel Dan,” BAR
(1998), 45.
1125

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 151; Biran, “Sacred Spaces of Standing Stones: High Places and
Cult Objects at Tel Dan,” 45.
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Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 152; Biran, “Sacred Spaces of Standing Stones: High Places and
Cult Objects at Tel Dan,” 45.
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Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 152.
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Biran identified as  ַמצֵּבוֹת.1128

Danite Gate Complex: A Possible ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה
These four sites, then, would represent for Biran ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה.1129 As already noted, Emerton
draws upon the Danite gate complex, in addition to the textual evidence supplied by 1 Sam 18, to
help interpret the significance of the use of the plural form in 2 Kgs 23:8, where it would seem
that a single  ָבּמָהsite was intended. It should be noted, though, that the only site he references as
an example of a ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הis the site located in the lower gate courtyard. Moreover, it would
appear that he further subdivides the area up between the structure located on the north of the
main gate and the five standing-stones, and other possible cultic paraphernalia, located to the
north of the main gate, at the foot of the wall, with the latter exemplifying a ַשׁ ָע
ְ ּ ריםבָּמוֹת ה.ִ 1130
Isserlin, as well, stipulates this particular site was the “best candidate for a gate sanctuary of
bamah type…”1131 Considering the full range of items found here, specifically the votive
offerings and sheep and goat bones, as well as the possible בוֹת ַמ ֵצּ, this site would seem to best
qualify as a ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה.
As with Ebal and Area T of Dan, the animal bones would point to a sacrificial worship,
which could correlate with the type of rite (the שׁ ָלמִים
ְ  )זִ ְבחֵיthat would appear to be the dominant
rite associate with בָּמוֹת. As opposed to the prior two examples, certainly the possible presence of
 ַמצֵּבוֹתcorrelates well with the argument presented above concerning this type of cultic apparatus
located at  בָּמוֹתsites. The greatest difficulty, though, in accepting this area as a possible בָּמוֹת
1128

Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 153.
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Zevit contends that only the sites located in the lower gate complex and the two external to the city were
labeled as ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה, and not the site located at the upper gate. Yet, clearly, Biran labels the upper gate site as a
ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הas well (Biran, “The High Places of Biblical Dan,” 151–52, 153).
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Emerton, “The High Places of the Gates: in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” 461–62.
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B.S.J. Isserling, The Israelites, (London: Thames and Hudson, 1998), 246.
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ְערים
ִ  ה ַּשׁis the complete lack of any sort of altar.
Conclusion
From the above survey, certain features of these three different types of  בָּמוֹתstand out as
possible elements for a model by which to identify potential  בָּמוֹתsites. These components, on
one hand, correlate with the textual evidence presented above, specifically corresponding to the
three-fold proposal for a  ָבּמָהsite. On the other hand, they are of such a kind that one can rightly
expect such finds from archaeology. Hence, in formulating an archaeological model for proposed
 בָּמוֹתsites, the following factors should be taken into account.
First, such a model would seem to rest most confidently upon the presence of cultic
apparatus located at a site. This would especially hold true for the discovery of a structure that
reasonably could be interpreted as an altar. As has been argued from the textual evidence, a ִמזְ ֵבּ ַח
is closely associated with  ָבּמָוֹתsites, so much so that it was further stipulated that such sites, first
and foremost, should be considered as altar sites. In correlation with this, we have seen from the
archaeological evidence from Mt. Ebal and Tel Dan, Area T, Stratum II, how the altar played a
central role at these locations. That the presence of such artifacts is a reasonable expectation is
due to the abundance of such finds at various locations. As noted by LaRocca-Pitts, there have
been numerous discoveries of altars, so much so that there is little doubt as to their
appearance.1132
For this reason, the lack of such at the Danite gate complex does cast a shadow of doubt
over the identification of these sites as ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה. Still, the gate complex does provide a good
representation of another cultic item that correlates with the textual evidence and has been amply
represented in the archaeological record; namely,  ַמצֵּבוֹת. Yet, great caution needs to be observed
1132

LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and its Early
Interpreters, 229.
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when dealing with possible finds of  ַמצֵּבוֹת. Based on her survey of the OT evidence, LaRoccaPitts observes regarding such: “Essentially, maṣṣēbôt, more so than any of the other items in this
study, have the potential to be seen in a variety of different settings, performing a multitude of
functions, and representing traditions which could be sanctioned or condemned depending on the
point of view of the author who mentions them.”1133 It would seem prudent, then, that stones not
be interpreted as particularly1134 cultic in nature, unless there is other types of evidence to indicate
the cultic nature of the site. On this basis, then, in line with Emerton and Isserlin, the area located
in the lower gate complex of Dan, situated against the northern wall, should only be considered
as a possible ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה.
Lastly, with respect to  ֲאשׁ ִֵרים, it should not be surprising that the examination of these sites
has not identified any such items as  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםfor two reasons. One, and most important, there is
considerable debate about what the word actually denotes.  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםhave been interpreted as live
trees, shrines or poles.1135 Hence, without a clear understanding of what such signifies, it would
be very difficult to ascertain whether such has been found. Secondly, even if one understands
that  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwere of wooden construction, which would seem to be a prevalent viewpoint among
many,1136 such a material would not likely endure the ravages of time nor the destruction of many
1133

LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and its Early
Interpreters, 227. A helpful study of such items in Palestine is the work of Graesser, who identifies four functions
for  ַמצֵּבוֹתbased upon textual evidence (primarily the OT), archeological finds of such and their use in other areas of
the ANE (See, especially, C. Graesser, “Standing Stones in Ancient Palestine,” BA [1972]: 33–63).
1134

Such a modifier seems necessary in light of LaRocca-Pitts observation, that, in her review of Grasser’s
work with regard to the differing functions of  ַמצֵּבוֹת, she notes “there is something vaguely cultic about all these
functions, and the precise nature of what made a particular maṣṣēbāh important to the ancients is as open to
interpretation now as it was in ancient times” (LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite
Cultic Items in the Bible and its Early Interpreters, 207). She seems very skeptical of the ability to differ  ַמצֵּבוֹתin
line with Graeser’s distinctions.
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For a discussion of the various interpretation, see LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of
Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and its Early Interpreters, 162–91.
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This view would seem to have been given strong support in the work of William Reed, according to
LaRocca-Pitts. The means by which he validated this view was by noting the verbs used to describe their destruction
(LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and its Early
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a cultic site.1137
Apart from the presence of an altar, the next important and wide-ranging element concerns
the faunal remains. As we have seen at all three sites, there is strong evidence for their cultic
interpretation based upon the presence of animal bones, especially goat and sheep bones. Mt.
Ebal, particularly, provided the type of animal remains one would expect for the practice of a
sacrificial rite. Additionally, as argued by Zertel and Hawkins, the evidence would also suggest
the practice of a cultic meal. These sort of faunal remains would seem to correlate well with the
practice of the שׁ ָלמִים
ְ  זִ ְבחֵיrite. This sort of discovery, then, in addition to the presence of an altar,
would appear to be the most critical element for a  ָבּמָהmodel.
Finally, while there is little realistic expectation that the archaeological evidence will
provide significant evidence for the presence of a priesthood at cultic sites, Mt. Ebal and Area T
of Dan does provide some indication for such. With regard to Mt. Ebal, Stratum II, we observed
the presence of a domestic structure, which was possibly the housing unit for the overseers of
this site. Regarding Area T at Dan, Biran and Greer both identified T-West as possible priestly
facilities. Hence, such facilities, at least, suggest the presence of a cultic functionary servicing
these cultic sites.
Hence, by the correlation of the textual evidence with a reasonable expectation from the
Interpreters, 163). Reed goes beyond just any sort of wooden construction to specifically identify שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲאas the
sculptured image of the deity, Asherah (LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic
Items in the Bible and its Early Interpreters, 163). As to LaRocca-Pitts, she appears to argue for an eclectic
understanding for the term, in that, what the term meant was different for the various authors who employed it
(LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in the Bible and its Early
Interpreters, 202–4). Further, it may have reflected some sort of development, chronologically, of what the
underlying item actually was. Specifically, in an earlier period, it denoted live trees, from which it eventually came
to signify stylized, portable trees (LaRocca-Pitts, Of Wood and Stone: The Significance of Israelite Cultic Items in
the Bible and its Early Interpreters, 204–5).
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Of the many descriptions of various cultic sites which were read in preparation for this study, there were
only two that possibly suggested the presence of שׁ ִרים
ֵ  ֲא. One was at the Solar Shrine at Lachish (Yohanan Aharoni,
Investigations at Lachish: The Sanctuary and the Residency (Lachish V) [Tel Aviv: Gateway, 1975], 29–31), with
the second being located at the cultic site of Kuntillet-ʿAjrud (Zeev Meshel, Kuntillet ʿAjrud (Horvat Teman): An
Iron Age II Religious Site on the Judah-Sinai Border [Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2012], 66).
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archaeological evidence, a model with which to interpret a cultic site as a  ָבּמָהwould, first and
foremost, include an open-air altar for burnt offerings, with the presence of animal bones,
especially sheep and goat bones, in and around the site. There is a realistic possibility for the
presence of  ַמצֵּבוֹתat such a site, but it is unlikely that any sort of  ֲאשׁ ִֵריםwill be discovered.
Whereas direct evidence for a priesthood would appear to go beyond the capability of
archaeology, indirect evidence, such as priestly facilities around a site might be possible.
The one elusive element, though, would seem to be what sort of structure is indicated by
the term  ַבּי ִת, when used in the phrase בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת. The courtyard temple-type, possibly exemplified
at Tel Dan, Area T, has been put forward as a potential illustration of a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת, as well as
Zevit’s proposed shrines/kiosks (from which model shrines were fashioned). Yet, as observed, it
may well be that this is not an either/or situation, but both. Still, it must be admitted that the term
 ַבּי ִתeludes specificity as to the nature of such facilities.

Review of Arad Fortress
Description of the Cultic Site
Whereas there have been various aspects of the Arad sites which have been disputed,1138 the

1138

Two such disputed areas, which pertain to our investigation, concern the dating of the strata, including
which stratum the temple should be identified with, and the relation of the temple building proper to that of the
Jerusalem temple. The intricacies related to these two items go well beyond the purview of the present work. For a
summation concerning the issue regarding the dating of the strata and its relation to the temple, see Ze’ev Herzog,
“The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interim Report,” TA (2002): 69–72. In his latest analysis, Herzog argues for an
eighth century dating for the cultic site, which would place it in Strata X and IX. Further, in opposition to the
original contention for a three hundred-fifty years existence for the site, Herzog contends that it only lasted for forty
years (see Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 50). Herzog further connects the termination
of the site, what he refers to as its cancellation, to the reforms of Hezekiah, specifying the year 715 BC Hence, the
timeframe for the Arad cult site, in accordance with Herzog’s calculations, would have spanned the reigns of Ahaz
and Hezekiah (at least part of their reigns; see Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 69).
Another disputed item pertains to the relation of the Arad structure to the Jerusalem temple. In Aharoni’s initial
description of the temple site, he attempted to make a connection between the two structures based on the similarity
of layout, in that both consisted of an apparent three tier plan: a דְּ בִיר,  הֵיכָּלand a אוּלָם. Yet, there was one significant
problem with this correlation; the Jerusalem temple is characterized as a long-room temple, whereas the Arad
structure would be characterized as a broad-room structure (for a definition of this terminology and type of temple,
see Wright, “Pre-Israelite Temples in the Land of Canaan,” 17–32; Wright, Ancient Building in South Syria and
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basic layout of the site appears to be widely accepted. The cultic site, which is referred to as a
temple by most, if not all, scholars, was located in the northwestern corner of the fortress.1139 The
dimensions of the structure, including its rooms, were sixty-five feet long, and forty-nine feet
broad.1140 The total area of the structure was three hundred-eighty m2.1141 The layout of the site
includes a fenced courtyard, situated in the southeastern section of the compound, a temple
proper, a small chamber on the eastern side of the main hall of the temple, a long unit, divided
into two rooms, which lay to the north of the courtyard.1142 In accordance with Herzog’s
interpretation, the city existed in Stratum’s X and IX, dating to the eighth century B.C.
In Stratum X, the courtyard, which contained an outdoor altar, was set apart by a stone
fence to its southern and eastern sides.1143 It measured 12 x 7.5m and its entrance was at the
southern end of the eastern wall.1144 The entrance to the temple from the courtyard was on the
west. The altar, which had a small room constructed adjacent to it, measured 2.2.m wide and
2.4m deep. Its height from the floor, as found, was 1.5m. Herzog argues that the altar actually
consisted of two parts, with the lower part belonging to Stratum X and the upper to Stratum

Paletine, 229–37). Aharoni attempted to get around this difficulty by postulating that the Arad structure was actually
modeled after the wilderness Tabernacle. Yet, here again, the same problem arose; the tabernacle would seem to
have been a long-room facility. Aharoni attempted to solve this dilemma by stipulating that the tabernacle’s
description had been altered to conform to that of the subsequent Solomonic temple. In this case, then, Arad actually
retained the true design of the wilderness Tabernacle (for his theory, see Yohanan Aharoni, “Arad: Its Inscription
and Temple,” BA (1968), 21–25; for the contention that the tabernacle’s description had been altered, see
specifically Aharoni, “Arad: Its Inscription and Temple,” 25). Herzog has subsequently described Ahararoni’s
explanation as “a bit far fetched” (Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 68; for further
discussion of this, see Walton, “Kulthöhe und Jahwetempel,” 36).
1139

It would seem that the site became a fortress in the 10th century (Stratum XI); prior to this, the site was a
settlement or village (see Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 11–21; Aharoni, “Arad: Its
Inscription and Temple,” 4–5).
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Aharoni, “Arad: Its Inscription and Temple,” 19.
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Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 52.
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Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 52.
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Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 52.

1144

Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 52–53.
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IX.1145 He further averred that the Stratum X altar was composed of roughly-squared freestones
on its outer part, with its inner portion comprised of dirt and small stones.1146 Hence, the height of
the first phase, from the floor, was only .75 m.
Whereas Aharoni stressed similarity between Arad’s altar and the altar described in Exod
20:24–5, Herzog stipulated that only the Stratum IX altar so corresponded, because the Stratum
X altar’s foundation was “not natural fieldstones but roughly worked blocks of limestone.”1147
Although comparable, Herzog still notes that the measurement of the two altars are slightly
different.1148
Important for our purposes concerns the alterations that took place between Stratum X and
IX. New walls and installations were erected at the site, which greatly reduced the area of the
courtyard.1149 Herzog says of this: “Such an architectural change undoubtedly reflects a change in
the use of the temple and in the character of the cultic rituals.”1150 Hence, rather than allowing for
a broader participation in the sacrificial rites, according to Herzog, these changes would have
limited it to a “few select individuals.”1151
The structure itself, which was identified as a broad-room type of temple, contained a הֵיכָּל
and a דְּ בִיר. The הֵיכָּל, the central hall of the structure, measured 10.5m long and ranged from 7.7
1145

Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 54.
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Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 59.
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Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 62.
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Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 62. In addition to these changes occurring
between the Stratum X and Stratum IX, Herzog also notes that the top of the altar evinces the presence of some sort
of installation located there. Also observing the lack of any trace of burning upon the altar itself, Herzog concludes
that the installation was possibly made of metal and was used to contain the fire of the sacrificial burning.
Additionally, channels ran on the northern and eastern sides of the upper surface, which Herzog stipulated were
likely intended to drain the blood and fat of the sacrificial victims (Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An
Interrim Report,” 61–62).
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to 7.10 m wide.1152 Evidence located within the structure suggested that benches lined part of the
walls of the הֵיכָּל, which Herzog interpreted as places for offerings. Only the  דְּ בִירof Stratum IX
remained at the site, so that the appearance of the  דְּ בֶירof Stratum X is not known.1153
The  דְּ בִירwas rebuilt in Stratum IX, in which was found a new stele.1154 Further, a platform
had been erected in the northwestern corner of the דְּ בִיר.1155 In the southern part, a hewn stone,
with remains of red paint, was found lying horizontally. Herzog interpreted this as a  ַמ ֵצּבָה, which
served the purpose of “symbolizing the presence of the deity in the debir.”1156
Herzog further notes that in the chamber located near the altar, an incense altar was
discovered, which was surrounded by bones.1157 Further, Aharoni observed that around the altar
were “many pits with burnt bones and the burnt skeleton of a young lamb, lacking the head.”1158
In addition, Herzog makes an interesting observation about the bones found at Arad. In Strata X–
IX, according to the work of Moshe Sadeh, in comparing the numerical relation of sheep/goat
bones to that of cattle, it was found that 85.1–91.4% of such were of sheep/goats. In the
subsequent stratum (VIII), when the cultic site was no longer present, the number dropped to
62.72%, and with a similar low number found for Strata VII and VI. Herzog, from this, thus
concludes: “Clearly, during the period of the temple’s existence, there was greater use of
1152

As Note by Herzog, the structure was not symmetrical (Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim
Report,” 56).
1153

Herzog tentatively attempted a reconstruction, from which he posits that the  דְּ בִירwas raised above the main
floor of the הֵיכָּל. He further postulates that a stele and two incense altars, which were found in the Stratum IX debris,
may have originated from Stratum X (Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 57–58).
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The previously mentioned stele, which may have been associated with the Stratum X דְּ בִיר, if such was the
case, was actually found embedded in the back wall of the דְּ בִיר, which may have been later replaced by the new
stele. That it was only possibly used in Stratum X would be confirmed by the fact that it was not visible in Stratum
IX (Herzog, “The Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 63).
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sheep/goats, apparently due to the preference for sheep/goats for the sacrifices in cultic
rituals.”1159
Arad in Comparison with the Proposed  ָבּמָהModel
When discussing possible  בָּמוֹתsites, Arad is frequently mentioned, even in more popolar
literature.1160 It appears that one reason for this may be that Arad contains the only Judaean
temple, which was used for Yahwistic worship, that has thus far been discovered. When one
compares the Arad site with the proposed model, there are many possible correlations. For one,
seeing the importance placed on the presence of an open-air altar used for burnt offerings, as
well as the presence of animal remains which would point to such offerings,1161 that such are
found at Arad would provide evidence for identifying it as a  ָבּמָה. Further, the possibility of ַמצֵּבוֹת
would further align the Arad site with the proposed model.1162
The biggest problem with identifying Arad as a  ָבּמָה, in accordance with the model above, is
the structure. The fact that such a facility, which clearly was cultic in nature, was found here
would require that, if Arad is a  ָבּמָה, it would fall under the category of a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת. But two
problems attend this interpretation. The first relates to the size and sophistication of the sacred
facility. It is especially the presence of what has been identified as a  הֵיכָּלthat complicates this
sort of association, seeing that such would seem to push the interpretation of Arad more in the
direction of a formal temple, as illustrated by the Jerusalem Temple.
1159
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Hence, we find this statement in the ESV Study Bible regarding 2 Kgs. 23:8: “One example [referring here
to the term  ] ָבּ ָמהis probably an Israelite temple found at the site of Arad” (Iain W. Provan [2 Kings 23:8, ESV]).
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In line with the type of animal remains, which would indicate the practice of שׁ ָל ִמים
ְ  זִ ְבחֵיsacrificial rites,
Herzog interprets an installation which was built in the courtyard in Stratum IX as possibly a silo (Herzog, “The
Fortress Mound at Arad: An Interrim Report,” 60–61). If so, then this too would correspond with the practice of the
שׁ ָל ִמים
ְ זִ ְבחֵי, seeing that, as noted above, grain was also considered appropriate שׁים
ִ ּ  ִאfor such a rite.
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It would seem that Aharoni postulated the presence of another  ַמ ֵצּבָהin the courtyard area (Aharoni, “Arad:
Its Inscription and Temple,” 19).
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Still it could be possible that the site should be identified as a Courtyard Temple, much like
Area T, Stratum II at Tel Dan. This would seem to be more possible for the site at Stratum X,
though, than IX, seeing, as described above, the lessening of status for the courtyard area in this
stratum. Yet, regarding the second problem, we must again note the difficulty in identifying what
sort of structure was indicted by the term  ַבּי ִת. That makes the identification of this site, or any
site for that matter, as a  בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹתvery tenuous.
Hence, identifying Arad as a  ָבּמָהmust be done with great caution. It certainly should not be
put forward as a prime example of what the term signified. Rather, it can tentatively be suggested
that certain features of the site do exemplify what were characteristic of a  ָבּמָהand that it may
particularly typify a בֵּיתּ־בָּמוֹת. Nevertheless, a clear connection with the Tel Arad site and the
term  ָבּמָהcannot be demonstrated.
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APPENDIX ONE
Compositional Integrity of 2 Kgs 231
Regarding the exegetical evidence that 2 Kgs 23 provides concerning the nature of בָּמוֹת,
the compositional integrity of vv. 4–20 has been a working assumption throughout this
presentation. Still, there are three issues that pertain to the compositional intergrity that need
some attention, at least in a peripheral fashion. First, in the history of biblical interpretation,
especially as it is found in the work of critical scholarship, chapters 22–23 have played a pivotal
role in the discussion, not only of the possible composition of Kings, but even that of the Old
Testament. Hence, it would seem helpful to provide a review of the various theories related to
the compositional history of Kings and the role which chapters 22–23 might play in these
theories as well as how these theories have impacted views concerning the literary integrity of
chapter 23. In line with this, the second issue concerns the purpose of the reforms enumerated in
23:4–20. This relates to the prior issue in that, as will be evident, one’s view of the composition
1

The following offer good summations as to compositional theories: Norbert Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2
Kings 22–23: The State of the Question,” in A Song of Power and the Power of Song: Essays on the Book of
Deuteronomy trans. Linda M. Maloney; ed. Duane L. Christensen (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1993), 36–61;
Marvin A. Sweeney, King Josiah of Judah: The Lost Messiah of Israel, (Oxford: Oxford, 2001), 3–20, 40–63; ADH
Mayes, The Story of Israel between Settlement and Exile: A Redactional Study of the Deuteronomistic History, (
London: SCM, 1983), 106–32; Steven L. McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings: The Composition of the Book of Kings
in the Deuteronomistic History, SVT 42 (Leiden; New York: Brill, 1991), 1–19; W. Dietrich, “Josia und das
Gesetzbuch (2 Reg XXII),” VT 27 (1977): 13–18; Hermann Spieckermann, Juda Unter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit,
17–30; Bernd Gieselmann, “Die sogenannte josianische Reform in der gegenwärtigen Forschung” ZAW 106 (1994):
223–42.
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of chapter 23 affects one’s view of the purpose of Josianic reforms. Finally, there will be a
review of the various ideas concerning the role that the waw consecutive perfects plays in regard
to the composition of the Reform report. This especially relates to the compositional integrity of
the text, specifically that such a rare usage of the waw consecutive perfect as a narratival tense
has been put forward as evidence that 23:4–20 is a composite rather an unified work. After this
review, for a conclusion, an argument will be put forward in defense of chapter 23’s
compositional integrity in light of these issues.
Theories of Composition
As noted above, it is especially with regard to the higher critical approach that 2 Kgs 22–23
has not only played an important role in determining the possible compositional history of Kings,
but the development of the Old Testament religion itself. As R. Albertz observes:
I have become aware that any reconstruction of Israel’s religion decisively depends
on whether you—in accordance with W.M.L. de Wette—equate the core of
Deuteronomy with Josiah’s law book (2 Kgs 22.8,11), dating it in the last third of the
seventh century, or whether you dissolve this connect and—in company with
Hölscher (1922) and Kaiser (1984:132-34)—shift the date of Deuteronomy to the
post-exilic period.2
In light of this, the central question regarding the composition of 2 Kgs 22–23 revolves around
whether or not ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הmentioned in these chapters is the book of Deuteronomy (or, in the
least, part of it). The reason a possible equation is of such importance is because it was by this
association of the book of Deuteronomy with the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הthat critical scholarship was provided
with its first and primary date for the development of the Old Testament religion, which included
2

Rainer Albertz, “Why a Reform Like Josiah’s Must Have Happened,” in Good Kings and Bad Kings, ed.
Lester L. Grabbe (New York: T&T Clark International, 2005), 27.
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the development, in the least, of the Pentateuch.3 As Würthwein notes: “Die Beantwortung dieser
Frage sollte vielmehr den festen Punkt für die Lösung des literarhistorischen Problems des Alters
des Pentateuchs, insbesondere des Gesetzes, liefern.”4
The theory that the book of Deuteronomy (in part or in whole) was ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הof 22:8
began, in modern scholarship, with the work of W. de Wette. It actually dates back to earlier
Church Fathers, such as Origin, but it is with de Wette that it entered into the contemporary
discussion. By such a connection, not only was a fixed point of dating for the composition of the
Pentateuch provided, it also highlighted the rational for the reforms of Josiah. The key element to
de Wette’s theory the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הwas connected to the book of Deuteronomy was the idea that
Josiah’s reform, first and foremost, was an effort at the centralization of the cult. This reflected
the concerns found in Deuteronomy, particularly Deut 12; hence, on this basis, the association
was thus made between ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הand Deuteronomy. Whereas, this was and would still seem to
hold sway in critical scholarship’s discussion of the origin of the Pentateuch and purpose for
Josianic reforms, there has been dissention from de Wette’s theory, especially as it relates to the
historicity of Josianic reforms.5 Nevertheless, even amongst those who challenged the historicity
of de Wette’s theory, most hold to some sort of relationship between Josiah and Deuteronomy as
3

Of course, basic to this theory is that the book in question was not so much found as was actually composed
during this period of time.
4

Ernst Würthwein, “Die josianische Reform und das Deuteronominum,” ZTK 73 (1976): 396. Note that
Würthwein rejects De Wette’s dating of Deuteronomy, and, as will be seen later, disregards any Deuteronomistic
influence upon Josianic reforms. He stipulates that: “Der sonst beim Prinzip der negativen Kritik beharrende de
Wette durchbrach hier dieses Prinzip offenbar deshalb, weil er bei der ihn leitenden literarhistorischen Frage nach
der relativen Einordnung der einzelnen alttestamentlichen Schriften schließlich doch noch eines chronologischen
Fixpunktes entbehren konnte“ (Würthwein, “Die josianische Reform und das Deuteronominum,” 96). Hence, his
criticism seems to spring from the notion that DeWette, the critical scholar, did not follow critical principles in
accepting the association of Deuteronomy with ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הand assigning a pre-exilic date to the book.
5

Two early examples were G. Hölscher and Th. Oestriecher, who, on different grounds, challenged the
premise that the historical Josianic reforms could be associated with Deuteronomy. This will be dealt with in greater
detail momentarily.
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presented in 2 Kgs 22–23, even if it is only on the literary level.6
In the early twentieth century, a major contributor to the discussion of the composition of
Kings as it related to the book of Deuteronomy was Martin Noth. Noth provided a much more
comprehensive theory of composition that not only affected Kings, but a sizable portion of the
OT. He held that the literary works of Deuteronomy through Kings was composed by a single
author, during the exilic period.7 Noth pointed to similarity of language and common chronology
and ideology as evidence for this broader connection.8 Further, as McKenzie explains, “He also
showed that Dtr’s primary structuring device involved the use of programmatic, reflective
summaries in common Deuteronomistic style which he inserted at key junctures in the History,
mostly in the form of speeches attributed to major characters.”9 Additionally, there is a basic
theme that stretches throughout the work of the Deuteronomist, which is “clearly an
ideologically charged interpretation of Israel’s and Judah’s history in that it employs the
theological perspectives of the book of Deuteronomy to explain Israel’s and Judah’s historical
experience in the land of Israel.”10 In doing so, “it agues that the various problems manifested
throughout Israel’s history…were the result of the people’s failure to abide by the terms of the
6

Hence, although Hölscher rejected the historical connection between Josianic reforms and Deuteronomy, in
that he viewed Deuteronomy as composed in 500 BC, nevertheless, as Lohfink explains Hölcher’s position: “Josiah
and Deuteronomy were still related, but only on the literary level” (Norbert Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2
Kings 22–23: The State of the Question,” 38). Oestricher, as Harris stipulates, would appear to be the exception:
“An opposite tendency regarding the dating of Deuteronomy became apparent the following year, when Oestreicher
denied any connection between Deuteronomy and the reformation of Josiah” (Harrison, Introduction to the Old
Testament, 44).
7

As this relates to Kings, prior to this, the more popular critical assumption was it had went through two levels
of redeaction, with the first being a pre-exilic work (McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 1; Lohfink, “Recent
Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 44).
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McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 1.
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McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 1–2.
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Sweeney, King Josiah of Judah: The Lost Messiah of Israel, 21.
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covenant with YHWH as articulated in the book of Deuteronomy.”11 Hence, it is a negative
theme, in that Yahweh brought upon his people the promised threats for covenant disloyalty.
It should be noted, though, that the notion of a single author pertained more to the history
undergirding the written sources. Noth did identify later additions to the books, but “made no
attempt to relate the numerous additions to each other or to contend that they had a common
origin.”12 Yet, it would be these possible additions that would then contribute to later theories of
composition.13
Hence, from Noth, various theories evolved which stipulated that Kings was a result of
layered revisions. One popular “school” of thought connected to Noth was associated with R.
Smend.14 Smend held to the notion that the Deuteronomist redactions consisted of two layers.
The first layer, which was the base text, was designated Dtr. G (also known as Dtr. H by other
scholars). An additional layer was added by a priestly group, which emphasized obedience to the
Law (hence, identified as Dtr. N, for “nomistic”). Later students of Smend would amend his
original theory. One such example was W. Dietrich,15 who would add an additional layer. This
layer, he contended, was from the hand of a middle redactor, which consisted of prophetic
speeches and prophetic fulfillment notices. He, in line with this, labeled this redactor Dtr. P
11

Sweeney, King Josiah of Judah: The Lost Messiah of Israel, 21.
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McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 2. Additionally, Lohfink stipulates that Noth allowed for the possible
utilization of pre-exilic sources (Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 44).
13

As Lohfink explains, Noth was able to hold to this single-author theory “only because he accounted for a
great number of inconsistencies either by attributing them to discrepancies in the source material used or by positing
a considerable number of later additions” (Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 44). Later, Lohfink
states that the Smend orientation focuses on Noth’s footnotes, where these sources and addtions are referred to, and,
hence, built from these their theory of multiple redactional layers (Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,”
45–46).
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For a summation of the Smend school, see Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 45–46;
McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 8; Steven W. Holloway, “Kings, Book of 1–2,” ABD 3:72.
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See McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 8–9.

333

(“prophetic”). For Dietrich, P reworked H (G) and, hence, was primarily responsible for the
structure of Dtr. H. As to Dtr. N, “Dtr. N added the pro-Davidic references, but otherwise
remained the most nebulous of the redactions in Dietrich’s presentation.”16
One early critique of Noth’s position was G. Von Rad. Von Rad, while agreeing with Noth
that the notion of divine punishment was one of the themes of the Deuteronomists (which is
demonstrated by a “scheme of prophecy and fulfillment throughout Kings”17), yet countered
Noth’s assessment that this was the only theme “by pointing to the hope-filled role of the
promises to David in the books of Kings.”18 Hence, a second theme which Von Rad posited for
Kings was that of the promise given to David.
From this, Frank Cross built a theory of two redactors for the book.19 Reflecting the older
critical view,20 he conceived of the first redaction as focusing on the Davidic theme of hope,
which climaxed in the account of Josiah. This redaction took place during the pre-exilic period.21
The second theme, that of the notion of judgment as a result of promise and fulfillment, was an
exilic addition to the original composition, which sought to explain the catastrophe of the
Babylonian exile. This latter theme was found, primarily, in 2 Kgs 23:25b–25:30.22 Moreover,
the second redactor23 was also responsible for centering blame for the exile on Manasseh.24
16

McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 9.
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McKenzie The Trouble with Kings, 4.
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Lohfink, “Recent Discussion on 2 Kings 22–23,” 46.
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See Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 46; McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 6–7.
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Meaning by this, the two-layers redactional structure, with the first being a pre-exilic work and the latter an
exilic one.
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See Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 46; McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 7.
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See Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 46; McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 7.
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Note that Cross’s identification tags were dtr1 and dtr2.
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See McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 7.
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Hence, as McKenzie observes regarding the post-Noth phase:
It is clear from the preceding survey that many scholars have abandoned Noth’s
model of composition for the DH in favor of a redactional one. Actually, the current
situation in scholarship is even more complicated than this survey indicates.25 Taking
off from Cross and Smend scholars have posited a series of redactional levels in two
directions—before the exile and after the primary version of the history.26
In line with this, most contemporary theories related to the composition of Kings can be
identified as belonging either to the Cross or Smend school.27
In one important way, the work of Würthwein and Hollenstein demonstrate how this relates
to 2 Kgs 23. Presumably representing the Smend school, Würthwein and Hollenstein postulate
three redactional layers for 2 Kgs 23. The first layer, though, is regarded as a preDeuteronomistic vorlage, with which Würthwein identifies the following:
So bleiben für die Vorlage: die Entfernung der Geräte für das Himmelsheer aus dem
hekal (Dtr. gebraucht dafür bajit) in V. 4a und die der Sonnerosses, Sonnenwagen
und Altäre auf den Dächern in V. 11. 12aα, d.h. von kultischen Einrichtungen für den
Sonnen- und Gestirndienst, die man vor allem mit assyrischen Einflüssen in
Verbindung bringen darf.28
25

McKenzie’s survey is far broader than the one given here. He includes other important scholars, such as
Jepsen, who was an early reaction against Noth. Further, he lays out his work somewhat differently. Rather than a
chronological presentation, he induces a more thematic layout. Hence, once noting the work of Noth and the
reactions of Jepson and Von Rad, he then structures his presentation via redacational theories (which he further subdives on the basis of how these theories relate to the period of the exile) and single-author theories. For his
summation ,see McKenzie, The Trouble with Kings, 1–19.
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He further notes, though, as his survey indicates, that there has been some effort to retain Noth’s original
view of the unity of the work (McKenzie, TheTrouble with Kings, 17–18). Under this category would be listed the
compositional theories of Hoffmann, Peckham and presumably Van Seters (though he does not specify his work as a
reflection of the earlier Nothian idea). Whereas, there are important differences between the three scholars (such as
the existence of pre-Deuteronomistic sources and the possibility of identifying such), the one common factor
amongst them is their view that the Deuteronomisitc history is the work of a single post-exilic composer/redactor.
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Perhaps, with Lohfink, in sight of the complexity of these theories, we should speak of an “orientation,”
rather than a “school” (Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 45). Additionally we should note that
Lohfink identifies the work of Wolfgang Richter and Helger Weinppert as similar to that of Cross, but not dependent
upon his theory (Lohfink, “Recent Discussion on 2 Kings 22–23,” 46–47) Further, as Mayes points out, R.D. Nelson
has provided a “detailed literary critical argument” for Cross’s theory (see Mayes, Israel Between Settlement and
Exile, 12). Lohfink identifies Mayes’s work as an effort to reconcile the two schools (Lohfink, “Recent Discussions
on 2 Kings 22–23,” 47).
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Würthwein, “Die josianische Reform und das Deuteronominum,” 417.
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In this way, Würthwein is able to postulate a redactional layering of the Reform report, whereby
he identifies a pre-Deuteronomistic strata, which, according to him, supplies evidence for the
true historical purpose of Josianic reforms. This, then, leads to the second issue: the purpose of
the Josianic reforms.
Purpose of Josianic Reforms
As already observed, the significant piece of evidence which allowed de Wette to connect
the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הwith Deuteronomy is the contention that the purpose of Josianic reforms was to
centralize the cult, which thus reflected the concerns of Deuteronomy (especially chapter 12).
Even as late as 2012, Nicholson describes this as the “widely accepted view” still today.29 Yet,
we have also alluded to two dissenting voices; that of Hölscher and Oestreicher.
Hölscher held that Deuteronomy was a post-exilic composition, which did not reflect the
historical picture of the Josianic period. Further, he separated the report concerning the finding of
ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הfrom the Reform report (23:4-20). As Speickermann explains: “Während der RB, der
sich allerdings nur auf eine Reinigung des Kultes in Jerusalem bezieht, „in seinem wesentlichen
Bestand von vorzüglichem geschichtlichem Wert“ sein soll gilt der Bericht über Gesetzesfunds
als „Mystifikation der Priester.”30 Hence, the result would be that the historicity of Josiah’s
reforms would stand “nicht aber ihre Initiierung durch den Fund irgendeines Gesetzbuches.”31
Rather than being a response to the finding of ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר ה, Josiah’s reforms stood in a long
tradition of reform-measures, which began with Asa, stretched through Jehoshaphat, on down to
29

Ernest W. Nicholson, “Once Again Josiah and the Priests of the High Places (II Reg. 23: 9),” ZAW 124
(2012): 357, n. 5.
30

Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit, 19–20.

31

Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur in der Sargonienzeit, 20.
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Hezekiah. That part of the reform which itself pointed to centralization as a purpose (and hence
presupposed Deuteronomy), vv. 8a and 9, Hölscher posited as the addition of a Elohistic redactor
to an already existing document, which originally showed no awareness of such measures.
Hence, the original acts of reform deals with purgation of the cult, not centralization.
During the same period, de Wette’s position would also come under attack from the more
conservative Th. Oestreicher.32 His argument against the notion of centralization would entail a
historical and literary component. On the historical front, Oestreicher observed that one could
not separate, during this period of time, religion from politics. As Oestreicher stipulated: “Cult
Reform in the ancient Orient, where state and church, nation and religion33 were not separated,
but rather joined together, were always and primarily state-actions and are only understandable if
they are observed in this manner.”34 Hence, as McKay observes regarding Oestreicher’s position:
“Since this was the age of Assyrian suzerainty, the cult in Jerusalem itself became to all intent
and purposes Assyrian during the reign of Ahaz, who set aside the old altar of Yahweh and
replaced it by a new one dedicated to Ashur of Nineveh.”35 Due to the subsequent weakening of
Assyrian power after the death of Ashurbanipal, Josiah, according to Oestreicher, was able to
successfully rebel against Assyria, which resulted in the purgation of the forced Assyrian
religion, including its cultic practices and apparatus. While the reform measures of Josiah began
in 627 B.C., in 621 B.C. the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הwas discovered, which gave “additional impetus to the
reforms, but its significance was only incidental, for the basic motivation of the reformation was
32

For the relevant portion of Oestreicher’s work, especially as it relates to Kings, one should consult Thomas
Oestreicher, Das deuteonomische Grundsetz (BFCT 47, 4: Güterslow: Bereslmann, 1923), 7–16, 30–56.
33

“Nation” translated for the German “volk.”
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Oestreicher, Das deuteonomische Grundsetz, 10: “Kultusreformen im alten Orient, wo Staat und Kirche,
Volk und Religion nicht auseinander, sondern zusammenfallen, warn immer and überall Staatsaktionen und sind nur
verständlich, wenn man sie unter diesem Gefichtspunkt betrachtet.”
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political.”36 This purgation was a slow process, due to the residual fear of Assyrian reprisal. By
his eighteenth year, though, Josiah had “declared his independence from Assyria and had made
full preparations to meet the consequences of his actions.”37
It was not just on historical grounds, though, that Oestreicher argued for purgation as the
purpose of Josianic reforms. He also, similar to Hölscher, disassociated the account of the
finding of the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הfrom the Reform report. For Oestreicher, the passage concerning the
finding of the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הand Josianic reform originated from two, independent vorlages.38 One
means by which Oestreicher differentiated the two reports was on stylistic grounds, as Dietrich
explains:
Ein wichtiges Glied in der Argumentationskette Oestreichers ist der Hinweis auf
stilistische Unterschiede zwischen 2 Reg.. xxii 3-xxiii 3, 16-18, 20-24 auf der einen
und 2 Re. Xxiii 4-15, 19 auf der anderen Seite: In der Auffindungserzahlung sei eine
„breite Erzählungsweise“ zu beobachten, in der alle „Einzelheiten des Vorgangs..
genau angegeben“ werden, wahrend im Reformbericht „eine ganz andere Stilart“
vorliege: „knapp und gedrängt“, komprimiert zu einer „Aufzahlung von Vorgangen
ohne jede Anschaulichkeit“. 39
Oestreicher’s argument, though, has met significant resistance, particularly the historical
facet of his work. Two scholars who have presented formable challenges to his contention are J.
McKay and M. Cogan. On McKay’s part, he focused most of his counter-argument on the
possible provenance of the various idols and cultic apparatus which are mentioned with regard to
the reigns40 of Ahaz, Hezekiah, Manasseh and particularly Josiah.41 After surveying the textual
35

John McKay, Religion in Judah under the Assyrian, SBT 26 (London: SCM, 1973), 1–2.
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McKay, Religion in Judah under the Assyrians, 2.
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McKay, Religion in Judah under the Assyrians, 2.
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As Lohfink observes (Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 37).
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Dietrich, “Josia und das Gesetzbuch,” 14–15.
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Note, the reason for these specific kings is because it is during their reigns that Assryian power was asserted
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evidence concerning these kings, McKay concluded: “The various deities worshipped in Judah
during the periods of Assyrian domination lack the definitive aspect of the Assyrian gods and
generally exhibit the characteristics of popular Palestinian paganism.”42 Whereas allowing the
possibility of the presence and worship of Mesopotamian gods, he yet qualified this by
stipulating that “there is no indication whatsoever that these represented an official Assyrian
presence in the land.”43
Cogan comes to a similar conclusion regarding Assyrian influence over Judean cultic
worship. Whereas McKay does study Assyrian policy and practices as part of his examination,
this element plays a far greater role in Cogan’s work. After analyzing the relevant evidence,
Cogan comes to the conclusion that: “There is no evidence, textual or pictorial, to suggest that
Assyria subjected native cults to regulation or that it interfered in any way with customary
sites.”44 This was especially true for vassal states. He did find evidence, though, that some cultic
obligations were levied against territories which had been annexed into Assyria. Yet, even here,
there is some tentativeness: “But considering the inconclusiveness of Assyrian historical sources,
we hesitate to specify those rituals imposed upon provincials beyond the rendering of taxes to
palace and temple; the only sure sign of an Assyrian cult in the provinces is the oft-mentioned
installation of ‘Asher’s weapon.’”45
over Judah. Further, as the theory goes, it is through Ahaz and Manasseh that Assyrian influence was felt, whereas
Hezekiah and Josiah demonstrated their efforts at independence from Assyrian suzerainty via purgation of the cults.
41

With respect to Josiah, he provided focused treatment of the Reform report.
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McKay, Religion in Judah under the Assyrians, 67.
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McKay, Religion in Judah under the Assyrians, 68.
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Morton Cogan, Imperialism and Religion: Assyria, Judah and Israel in the Eighth and Seventh Centuries
B.C.E., SBLMS 19 (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars, 1974), 112.
45

Cogan, Imperialism and Religion: Assyria, Judah and Israel in the Eighth and Seventh Centuries B.C.E., 61.
With regard to “Ashur’s weapon,” Cogan explains this as “the official military emblem of Assyria” (Cogan,
Imperialism and Religion: Assyria, Judah and Israel in the Eighth and Seventh Centuries B.C.E., 53). It appeared as

339

How this related to Judah and Oestreicher’s thesis concerns Cogan’s identification of the
Judean Kingdom as a vassal state throughout Assyria’s hegemony. Hence, this would preclude
any forced acceptance of Assyrian cultic practices upon Judah. Cogan does, as also McKay,
allow for Assyrian practices to seep into the worship of seventh century Judah.46 Yet, again, he
qualifies this observation by stipulating that such an intrusion was actually mediated via
Aramean influence, not Assyrian.”47 Hence, he specifically rejects the notion that Josianic reform
(as well as Hezekian) could be understood under the rubric of political rebellion; i.e., it was not a
matter of cultic purgation.48
Hence, via these two scholars, the historical facet of Oestreicher’s argument was severely
undercut. Still, there are prominent scholars who do hold with elements of Oestreicher’s theory,
on literary grounds. Whereas agreeing with Oestreicher regarding the need to view the finding of
the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הas a separate work from the Reform report, they likewise posit a compositional
theory in which the Reform report has went through a series of modifications. In this way, they
are to be regarded as representatives of the Smend school of composition. One such example,
which has already been alluded to, is E. Würthwein.49
a pointed lance, with the symbolic representation of Ashur placed on its head. It could also take the form of a iron
dagger. These emblems were set up in the provinces, where “a cult in their honor [here referring to the Assyrian
gods] was likely instituted” (Cogan, Imperialism and Religion: Assyria, Judah and Israel in the Eighth and Seventh
Centuries B.C.E., 55). Yet, how these cults functioned and what sort of participation was required by the citizenry is
unknown.
46

For evidence of such, he points specifically to the mention of  הַסּוּסִיםin the cultic worship of Judah, as
witnessed in 2 Kgs 23:11.
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Cogan, Imperialism and Religion: Assyria, Judah and Israel in the Eighth and Seventh Centuries B.C.E., 87.
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As to the northern kingdom, it too, for part of its existence, stood in the same relation to Assyria as Judah (a
vassal state). Only after its rebellion and subsequent defeat in 720 BC, was it annexed into the Assyrian state and
hence came under its cultic influence. At this point, the “penetration of foreign cult was accelerated, this time at the
hands of the Assyrian colonists resettled in Samaria, though once again we find evidence of the non-coercive
imperial policy” (Cogan, Imperialism and Religion: Assyria, Judah and Israel in the Eighth and Seventh Centuries
B.C.E., 113).
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Hollenstein and Nicholson also contend for a similar literary composition, in which an earlier, pre-
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As with Oestreicher, Würthwein also separates the two accounts.50 In addition, though,
Würthwein develops a compositional theory, by which he posits purgation as the original reason
for Josianic reforms. According to Würthwein, there were three literary layers in 23:4–14.51 The
latest layer, which he identifies by the rare use of the waw consecutive perfect as a narrative,
preterite tense,52 contains the following: 4bβ–5, 8b–10, 12b, 14, 15. This layer was a postDeuteronomistic work, which “für die judäische Religion und Theologie von solcher war.”53
As to the actual Deuteronomistic redaction, Würthwein here locates 6-8a, 13. Hence, this
leaves for the vorlage 4a and 11-12aα. The items mentioned in these versus “man vor allem mit
assyrischen Einflüssen in Verbindung bringen darf.”54 Whereas Würthwein dismisses most of
chapter 23, as well as chapter 22, as containing any actual history, he seems to allow that this
vorlage does convey historical information.55 Hence, the real, historical reforms of Judah had to
do with purgation, which was related to Judah’s independence from Assyrian rule. Yet, viewing
Deuteronomic source existed that dealt with Josiah’s efforts to purge Judah of Assyrian cultic measures (see
Hollenstein, “Literarkritische Erwägungen zum Bericht über die Reformmassnahmen Josias, 2 Kön 23:4ff.” 335–36
and Nicholson, “Once Again Josiah and the Priests of the High Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9),” 364–65). Note in the last
part of our discussion, which will deal with the presence of the waw consecutive perfect, Hollenstein’s work will be
focused upon, particularly his criticism of R. Meyer. Spieckermann also speaks of a possible vorlage that deals with
the purgation of Assyrian religion (Speickermann, Juda unter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit, 154–55).
50

As he states: “Denn…nirgends wird gesagt, daß Reformen aufgrund des gefundenen Gesetzbuches
durchgeführt worden wären” (Würthwein, “Die Josianische Reform und das Deuteronomium,“ 412).
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As to vv. 15–20, he regards v. 16, which reflected the concerns of Dtr.P, as earlier than v. 15. Vv. 17–20 are
a later assertion For his discussion of vv. 15–20, and their relation to each other see Würthwein, “Die Josianische
Reform und das Deuteronomium,“ 419–20.
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As well momentarily be discussed, the usual conjugation would have been the waw consecutive imperfect.
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Würthwein, “Die Josianische Reform und das Deuteronomium,“ 415.
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Würthwein, “Die Josianische Reform und das Deuteronomium,“ 417. Note, he is aware of the work of
McKay. In light of McKay, though, he follows the reasoning that even if force is discounted, “so gab es doch
sicherlich viel freiwillige Akkommodation an Einrichtungen des Oberherrn, die sich bis in den Kult hinein
erstreckten῾ (Würthwein, “Die Josianische Reform und das Deuteronomium,“ 417).
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Würthwein, “Die Josianische Reform und das Deuteronomium,“ 421. Note, he does admit the existence of
the centralization theme in the present compilation, but similar to Hölscher, he associates this with the
Deuteronomistic layer, and further argues that such a concern as centralization would have been found, not during
the period of Josianic reform, but the exilic period (Würthwein, “Die Josianische Reform und das Deuteronomium,“
414–18).
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the composition of Kings as indicating layers of revision, itself, does not necessarily lead to such
a conclusion.
Another scholar that could be associated with the Smend school, who takes the exact
opposite track though, is C. Levin.56 Levin’s starting point with regard to the reconstruction of
the religious history of Israel is the centralization of the cult.57 Levin contends that the
introduction of cult centralization could not have occurred after 609 B.C, for the exilic and postexilic periods were not the proper setting for such.58 Rather, the most likely historical setting was
during Sennercherib’s invasion of and domination over Judah:
Die Möglichkeit einer solchen Religionspolitik und ihre Vorteile dürfte man in der
Folge der assyrischen Invasion des 8. Jh.s erkannt haben: Im Jahre 701 war der
Zentralkult zwangsläufig schon einmal entstanden, als durch Sancheribs Eingriff vom
judäischen Staatsgebiet wenig mehr als Jerusalem geblieben war.59
Hence, the original rational for centralization was not religious but political. It was left for the
first Deuterornomic redactor (Dtr. H), who was an exilic redactor, to put a theological
underpinning to the practice of cult centralization.60
So, by acknowledging the centralization of the cult as original, Levin is able to work out
the development of the book of Deuteronomy.61 And once the book of Deuteronomy, with its
56

Christoph Levin, “Joschija im deuteronomistischen Geshichtswerk,” ZAW 96 (1984): 351–71.

57

Levin, “Joschija im deuteronomistischen Geshichtswerk,” 351

58
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As Levin explains: Dafür spricht einerseits, daß das deuteronomistische Geschichtswerk mit seinem
Eintreten für den einen Kultort sich-wenn auch nicht ausdrücklich-auf das Deuteronomium bezieht und so den
Zuverbürgt. Und anderseits läßt sich zeigen, daß jene theologisch-programmatischen Aussagen, die
religionsgeschichtlich die Bedingungen der nach-exilischen Bundesgemeinde voraussetzen und damit die
Spätdatierung des Deuteronomiums erzwingen würden, im vorexilischen Urdeuteronomium noch nicht enthalten
waren“ (Levin, “Joschija im deuteronomistischen Geshichtswerk,” 352).
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In which case, he stipulates that chapters 5–11 were not a part of the original or Ur Deuteronomy, “sondern
ist eben das Zentralisationsgesetz Kap. 12, dessen Folgerungen die Einzelbestimmungen wie ein roter Faden
durchziehen“ (Levin, “Joschija im deuteronomistischen Geshichtswerk,” 353).
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original emphasis on cult-centralization, is rightly understood, it is then possible to get at the
“vorjoschijanischen Kern” As he further relates: Die Entstehung des Deuteronomiums in der
Joschijazeit ist möglich, weil das Urdeuteronomium sich ohne größer Einschränkungen mit des
Bedingungen der vorexilischen Religion vereinbaren läßt.”62
Therefore, by utilizing the centrality of the cult, and contending that the first redactor
“vehement…sich für die Kulteinheit verwendet,” Levin works toward the recovery of that first
layer of redaction.63 In doing so, with regard to the Reform report, he stipulates that only 8a64 was
a part of the original Dtr. H (the Ur Deuteronomy). The rest of the Reform report, thus, grew
around this central element.65 So, then, with Levin, the answer to the original purpose of reform
is that of cult centralization.66 It should be recognized, though, that Levin’s position has been
criticized for taking an extreme position regarding the composition of Kings.67
In this brief survey, one observes how a compositional theory for Kings attends closely to
62
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In addition to 8a, Levin also located 25a and 28 of chapter 23 with Dtr. H (Levin, “Joschija im
deuteronomistischen Geshichtswerk,” 361).
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As Levin observes: “Nehmen wir also die Höhennotiz v. 8a als den Textanteil des DtrH zum
Ausgangspunkt, zeigt sich alsbald, daß der Reformbericht eine Quelle gar nicht enthält, sondern ganz und gar aus
den Forschreibungen dieser redaktionellen Notiz besteht” (Levin, “Joschija im deuteronomistischen
Geshichtswerk,” 359).
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Fiscal Basis of Josiah’s Reforms.” JBL 92 [1973]: 22).
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one’s perception of the nature of Josianic reforms. The more traditional, critical view, as
originally expounded by de Wette, understood chapter 22 and 23 as a unit (as well as historically
accurate) and hence arrived at the position that the purpose of cult reform was for the
centralization of the cult. Those views which especially follow Oestreicher are hence forced to
either (or and) distance chapter 22, especially the finding of the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר ה, from the Reform
report of chapter 23 or (and) to posit a complex compositional history, whereby the earliest strata
concerns purgation rather than centralization as the purpose of Josianic reforms.
As noted, Oestreicher, in advancing purgation as the purpose of cult reform, separated the
report concerning the finding of ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הfrom the Reform report on the basis of
literary/grammatical reasons. In addition to that which has been observed above (concerning the
different style between the two passages), Oestreicher also utilized the use of the waw
consecutive perfect, as a narratival, preterite tense, to further buttress his argument.68 In doing so,
Oestreicher illustrates another compositional enigma in this discussion.
The Waw Consecutive Perfect in the Reform Report
Whereas, Oestreicher attempts to utilize this rather rare grammatical feature to separate the
two reports, what he does not do is attempt to utilize such in order to establish the date of the
composition, or, more specifically, that it provided evidence for the insertion of later glosses to
the text. This, as Oestricher stipulates, is the position of B. Stade: “Stade has desired to reckon
the sentence as a gloss or explain it, in any case, as suspect; the narrative perfect is found in preexilic places only as a consequence of a corruption of the original text.”69 As Meyers further
68

See for instance, Oestreicher, Das deuteonomische Grundsetz, 15.
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Oestreicher, Das deuteonomische Grundsetz, 15: “Stade hat sämtliche so eingeführten Sätze als Glossen
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vorexilischen Stücken nur infolge einer Beschädigung des ursprünglichen Textes...”
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explains, Stade held to this view because “classical literature shows no sort of original perfect
copula with narrative functions.”70
In line with Stade’s later gloss theory, the chief explanation for the utilization of the waw
perfect consecutive as a narratival tense is that of later Aramaic influence upon Hebrew. In
Aramaic, this sort of verbal formation was the leading narrative tense. As Aramaic began to gain
broader acceptance in the ANE, it eventually brought about this same sort of syntactical
phenomenon to the Hebrew language. Note that, according to this theory, the eventual usurpation
of the waw consecutive perfect as a narratival tense over that of the usual waw consecutive
imperfect71 is a late manifestation. The question has since arisen, though, whether such a feature
should be solely considered a late phenomenon or whether it could be found in an earlier period
of classical Hebrew, whether due to Aramaic influence or otherwise.
Certainly, as Spieckermann demonstrates, that such an influence was formative for Hebrew
is shown by the fact that ninety percent of texts where this phenomenon occur “entstammen
eindeutig der exilisch-nachexilischen Zeit, in der die Existenz des Pf. Cop. Aufgrund des aram.
Einflusses ohnehin von niemandem bestritten wird…”72 At first glance, this would thus seem to
support the late development hypothesis. Yet, scholars, including Spieckermann, have taken
umbrage with this by pointing out that the textual evidence would not allow for this to be the
70

R. Meyer, Auffallender Erzählungsstill in einem angeblichen Auszug aus der „Chronik der Könige von
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Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit, 128. Indeed, Meyer also agrees that part of the
textual evidence does substantiate the view that one of (but not the only reason) reasons for the utilization of the
waw consecutive perfect as a narratival tense was due to Aramaic influence (see Meyer, “Auffallender
Erzählungsstill in einem angeblichen auszug aus der „Chronik der könige von Juda,“ 122). Whereas Speickermann
also draws a similar conclusion as Meyer about the possibility that the waw consecutive perfect, alone, is capable of
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und älteren Königszeit sprechen” (Speickermann, Juda unter Assur in der Sargonidenzeit, 128).
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only explanation.73
Hence, the use of this particular grammatical feature to give indication of possible dating
for a text, and thus the possible redactional layering (as in regards to its being a pre-exilic, exilic
or post-exilic composition), has been brought into question. One such scholar who has rejected
this theory is R. Meyer. Meyer not only rejects Stade’s position, he further advocates one of his
own, in which he postulates that the waw consecutive perfect as a narratival tense was actually a
very early feature of the Hebrew language and even a pre-Israelite phenomenon. Regarding its
employment in Hebrew, Meyer points to five prominent verses that would signal a very early
usage of this verbal form as a narrative tense (Gen 15:6, 34:5, Judg 3:23, 5:26 and Isa 1:2).74 In
particular, he points to Judg 5:26, dubbed “Deborah’s Song,” in which he stipulates, “ein
ausgesprochen altertümerliches Stück herbräischer Literatur vor uns haben.”75
Seeing that here, in what he considers to be an archaic passage, the waw consecutive
perfect is utilized as a narratival tense, he further stipulates “daß man nicht mit der Annahme
auskommt, die in 18,3 f.; 23, 4 ff. und Ez. 27, 2. 7 ff. belegten weqatal-Bildungen gingen
ausschließlich auf aramäischen Einfluß zurück.”76 Additionally, he utilizes Ugaritic evidence to
suggest that already in the second millennium B.C., there was indication, in the broader Semitic
language, that the waw consecutive perfect was utilized as a narrative tense, hence his assertion
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for its pre-Israelite usage.77 While acknowledging that an Aramaic influence did eventually
(especially in middle Hebrew) result in the waw consecutive perfect displacing the waw
consecutive imperfect as the leading narrative tense, he still averred that the use of the waw
consecutive perfect as a narrative tense did not itself indicate a late date for a composition.78 Note
that this position would not necessarily lead to the rejection of purgation as the primary purpose
of reform,79 but efforts to establish such as the purpose based upon reconstructed redactions
utilizing the waw consecutive perfect would be thus affected, such as are found in the works of
Würthwein and Hollenstein.
As we have noted, Würthwein and Hollenstein still advocated for purgation as the original
purpose for Josianic reforms (as seen above) through their theories concerning the compositional
history of the Reform report. To do so, though, they had to reject Meyer’s observations. Laying
aside what he regards as problems with Meyer’s position concerning the dating of the passages
he alludes to in support of his claims, as well as the questionable relation of the later Aramaic
employment of the waw consecutive imperfect to earlier times, Hollenstein, nevertheless, asserts
einem angeblichen auszug aus der „Chronik der könige von Juda,“ 118–9).
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For his discussion of the Ugaritic evidence, see Meyer, “Auffallender Erzählungsstill in einem angeblichen
auszug aus der „Chronik der könige von Juda,“ 121–22. Spieckermann rejects this evidence on the grounds of,
besides its distance, both time-wise as well as spatially, “die ugaritische Consecutio temporum in der Erzählung von
der hebräischen durchaus charakteristisch unterschieden zu sein scheint” (Spiekermann, Juda unter Assur in der
Sargonidenzeit, 130).
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Meyer, “Auffallender Erzählungsstill in einem angeblichen auszug aus der „Chronik der könige von Juda,“
122. As noted, though rejecting much of Meyer’s theory, Spieckermann, nonetheless, comes to a similar conclusion
regarding whether such a tense-form can indicate redactional layers (see Spieckermann, Juda unter Assur in der
Sargonidenzeit, 130).
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Meyer seems to hold to the notion of purgation as the primary purpose of reform and in the same manner as
Oestreicher. As noted, Oestreicher does not utilize the waw consecutive perfect to date the composition or advocate
for certain redactional layers. Rather, he only utilizes such a feature to further buttress his notion that the report
concerning the finding of the ַתּוֹרה
ָ  ֵספֶר הwas distinct form the Reform report. The major damage done to
Oestreicher’s position would seem to be the works which attacked his historical evidence. Once the historicity of
Oestreicher’s argument was undermined, much of his theory seems to have collapsed. Note that even Würthewein
acquiesces that a compulsory institution of cultic practices upon Judah does seem unlikely. Rather, he argues for
purgation by picking up on both McKay’s and Cogan’s concession to an unofficial sort of leavening of Judean
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that “erscheint mir allein R. Meyers Anwendung der von ihm herausgestellten Möglichkeit, mit
einzelnen weqaṭǎl Formen in früher Zeit rechnen zu dürfen, auf den RB als fragwürdig.“80
Further, he stipulates that Meyer’s assumptions do not account for the frequent employment of
this form in such a small, tightly-woven passage, especially in comparison to other literary works
of the seventh and sixth century B.C. Hence, he concludes: “Für unsere weiteren Erwägungen
dürfen wir aber sicher davon ausgehen, daß die perfecta copulativa einen einheitlichen
literarischen Ursprung haben.”81
Having thus argued for a single literary origin for this particular use of the waw
consecutive perfect, he then attempts to discover who was the more likely source of such a form:
the Deuteronomistic author/editor, the author of the vorlage or the third redactor, of a later
period.82 Because of its single literary origin, he stipulates that if any of the waw consecutive
perfects should fall outside of the framework of a particular author/editor, then they all must do
so.83 He contends that 4c, which concerns the report of Josiah’s transmission of the ashes of the
Asherah to Bethel, does just that. It cannot be associated with the vorlage nor with the
Deuteronomistic redaction, but it can and should be identified with the third redactor’s work.
Hence, on this basis, all the uses of the waw consecutive perfect should be viewed as the work
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of this third redactor, whose activities were later than the other two.
worship with Assyrian practices (Würthewein, “Die Josianische Reform und das Deuteronomium,“ 417).
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Hollenstein, “Literarkritische Erwägungen zum Bericht über die Reformmassnahmen Josias 2 Kön. XXXIII
4 ff.,” 322.
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Hollenstein, “Literarkritische Erwägungen zum Bericht über die Reformmassnahmen Josias 2 Kön. XXXIII
4 ff.,” 322.
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This, of course, corresponds to his three layers of redaction.
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Hollenstein, “Literarkritische Erwägungen zum Bericht über die Reformmassnahmen Josias 2 Kön. XXXIII
4 ff.,” 325.
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Hollenstein, “Literarkritische Erwägungen zum Bericht über die Reformmassnahmen Josias 2 Kön. XXXIII
4 ff.,” 325–26.
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Two items should be noted with respect to Hollenstein’s work. First, he does not so much
vindicate the older proposition, that the waw consecutive perfect as a narrative tense was
indicative of Aramaic influence, and thus should be dated late, as much as he casts doubts upon
Meyer’s thesis of an early usage of this tense form, apart from Aramaic influence. Secondly, the
way by which Hollenstein does attribute the waw consecutive perfect to a later layer is through
the context of the Reform report, via his compositional theory of the report. That is, he builds his
case for the lateness of the waw consecutive perfect from elements within the Reform report
rather than building a case for the lateness of the Reform report on the utilization of the waw
consecutive perfect.
This would, thus, seem to correspond to the approach taken by B. Barrick, who also
attempts to show the lateness of the construction as it relates to 2 Kgs 23 on the bases of the text
rather than vise versa. In doing so, he admits:
A cautious consensus has begun to emerge among scholars dealing with the wawconjunctive + Perfect construction in Biblical Hebrew generally; although the
preponderance of examples occur in demonstrably late passages, the construction
alone is not in itself a certain indication of the lateness of a given passage; other
factors also should be present to justify such a dating.85

So, then, it would seem that the utilization of the waw consecutive alone is not sufficient grounds
for indication of possible redactional layers.
Conclusion
With regard to the various theories regarding the compositional history of Kings as
advocated by many scholars, two observationas/criticisms are to be noted, especially concerning
85

W. Boyd Barrick, The King and the Cemeteries, 65.
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those which advocate for a layered composition.86 First, the book of Kings would seem to
indicate the utilization of sources in its compilation. One such source would seem to have been
some sort of royal annals as the following phrase found in Kings would seem to indicate: ֵספֶרעַל־
דִּ ב ְֵרי ַהיָּמִים ְל ַמ ְלכֵי יִשׂ ְָראֵל.87 Hence, from the outset, one is dealing with a document that has utilized
a variety of source-material. It would seem to be a near impossible task to differentiate between
synchronically inserted sources and diachronically inserted sources. Indeed, the Reform report is
a very good illustration of this problem. As has been seen, one possible explanation holds that
the authors of the Reform report are utilizing a pre-exiting document (perhaps even a court
document). Yet, what that pre-exilic document contains is a matter of great debate. For Levin, it
deals with cultic centralization, whereas, on the other side of the spectrum, Würthwein and
Hollenstein argued for purgation. As we will momentarily observe, Lohfink argues that the
current text has been so fitted into its context that it belies any sort of pre-existing form. In light
of this, then, it would seem that Wray Beal’s criticism of such efforts is most apt:
Unfortunately, no agreement exists regarding the presence of redactional activity, the
era in which such activity is attributed and the process by which the redacted text
came together. Both on a large scale and in the minutiae of chapter, paragraph and
verse, scholars can offer widely differing accounts of compositional activity. The
subjective nature of the exercise is apparent, for one person’s narrative disjunction is
another’s example of narrative art…”88
Secondly, whether there were “pre-texts,” or “Ur-texts,” we only currently possess the
present text. There is no textual evidence which would support the complicated compositional
claims put forward by many scholars. Additionally, as Wray Beal observes: “Even if such “pretexts” existed, they have been taken up into a new work-the present text-and thus their intents
86

The following remarks are indebted to L. Wray Beal’s comments regarding authorship of Kings (see Lissa
M. Wray Beal, 1&2 Kings, 34–36).
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See for instance, 1 Kgs 14:19, 15:31 and 16:5.
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and meanings have similarly been reset into something larger.”89 Hence, some effort to read the
text holistically would seem, in the least, a prudent course of action and should the text prove
amiable to a holistic reading, taking it as such would seem to be a proper means of examination.
Of course, this sort of value judgment does introduce a measure of subjectivity, but that will be
the case whether one approaches the text through the lens of skepticism or through the lens of
trust.
Further, this sort of subjective evaluation must also be carried out with certain humility on
the part of the investigator. Our knowledge of the ANE is certainly incomplete. Just because
something might not make sense to a scholar living in the twenty-first century A.D., it does not
simply follow that it did not make good sense at the time of the writing. As will be shown
momentarily, what can appear to be an inconsistency, upon greater and more detailed
examination can be seen to be in harmony with its context.90
As to the purpose of the reforms, two observations are to be noted. The first is that perhaps
is should not be a question of “either/or” but of “and.” That is, it would seem quite possible that
Josianic reforms sought to accomplish both purgation and centralization. That such could be the
case finds support in the book of Deuteronomy. As Cogan points out, “a clear cut separation
between cult purity and cult centrality does not exist in the book of Deuteronomy.”91 Cogan
further notes that the law of centralization found in Deut 12 is preceded by a requirement to
88

Wray Beal, 1&2 Kings, 35–36.
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Wray Beal, 1&2 Kings, 36. Again, we have seen this illustrated in the treatment of the Reform report
regarding the purposes of Josianic reforms. Even those scholars, such as Würthwein, stipulate that, whatever the
vorlage might have been, the Deuteronomists has altered that original meaning with his additions.
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Here the reference is to vv. 8b–9, in which some scholars claim that the emphasis upon cultic centralization,
which seems to be the import of these verses, contradicts the surrounding context’s emphasis upon purgation.
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Mordechai Cogan, and Hayim Tadmor, II Kings: A New Translation/with Introduction and Commentary, AB
11 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1988), 298.
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purge the land of Canaanite cultic sites.92 In this way, one could see that centralization is
achieved by purgation. Once again, taking the account holistically, such an explanation seems
quite permissible for the Reform report. For centralization to take place, the non-Yahwistic sites
would have to be purged. On the other hand, for the maintenance of the purity of the Yahwistic
cult, one means by which to accomplish this would be through the centralization of the cult, in
that, by doing so, King and priesthood could more directly oversee cultic practices.93
Further, whereas both are undertaken, the primary purpose of the reforms could well have
been for the centralization of the cult. This possibly has support from the means utilized to
structure this account. Whereas Nicholson utilizes the placement of vv. 8–9, which, by such
positioning, are thus surrounded by notices that would seem to concern purgation, as evidence
for a late Deuteronomistic redaction,94 it could also be argued that this sort of structure was
intended to highlight cult centralization as the major purpose of Josianic reforms. Lohfink
attempts to show this very thing.95
To understand his position, it is necessary to delineate certain facets of his explanation.
First, rather than viewing the structure of the report as marked by chronological development, he
sees it as arranged for rhetorical purposes.96 Further, he holds that the Reform report is the work
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Cogan, and Tadmor, II Kings: A New Translation/with Introduction and Commentary, 298.
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For something of a higher critical counterpart to this argument, see Ranier Albertz, A History of Israelite
Religion: From the Beginning to the End of the Monarchy, vol. 1 of A History of Israelite Religion in the Old
Testament Period, (Louisville, KY: Westminister John Knox, 1994), 206–7.
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Ernest W. Nicholson, “Once Again Josiah and the Priests of the High Places (II Reg. 23:8a, 9).” 363–65.
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The following summation is taken from Norbert Lohfink, “The Cult Reforms of Josiah of Judah: 2 Kings
22–23 as a Source for the History of Israelite Religion,” in Ancient Israelite Religion, trans. Christopher R. Seitz; ed.
Patrick D. Miller, Paul D. Hanson and S. Dean McBride (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 2009), 459–75 and Lohfink,
“Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 51–53.
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That is, the structure of the report does not intend to present a chronological order with respect to Josiah’s
activities, but is a rhetorical ordering, in which case “the statement about cultic centralization should be seen as
having been moved to the central position in the rhetorical structure...” (Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings
22–23,” 52).
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of the first Deuteronomistic redactor, who likely composed his account shortly after the
occurrence of the events.97 Additionally, whereas he does stipulate that there was an already
existent literary piece utilized by this redactor,98 into which he inserted the Reform report, the
Reform report, itself, was scripted in such a manner that “the presentation of Josiah’s reforms
has clearly been composed with care and attention to the whole product.”99 This care is evident in
that there are ten reform notices provided with regard to Josiah’s actions in Judah (vv.4–14), at
the center of which lies the removal of the  בָּמוֹתin the country and of the gate. He further
observes that in this account (as well as the report concerning the northern kingdom) there lies a
“narrative fragment.” For the Judean account, this fragment occurs in v 9, again reinforcing the
emphasis upon this portion of the report (For Lohfink’s chart, see Table 1).
Hence, rather than presenting the cultic reforms in a historical framework, the composer
utilized a rhetorical structure, with cult centralization “having been moved to the central
position…”100 In this way, Lohfink presents a viable alternative to Nicholson’s contention that
97

Lohfink, “The Cult Reforms of Josiah of Judah: 2 Kings 22–23 as a Source for the History of Israelite
Religion,” 464–65. Note that Lohfink follows the Cross scheme as far as the compositional nature of Kings, in
which there were two redactors as work (Dtr.1 and Dtr.2).
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Lofink holds that the first redactor utilized a pre-exilic source, which contained in a short story form, 22:2,
12; 23:1, 21; into this short narrative Dtr.1 embedded his Reform report.
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Lohfink, “The Cult Reforms of Josiah of Judah: 2 Kings 22–23 as a Source for the History of Israelite
Religion,” 464. Note that for Lohfink, the Reform report is the product of Dtr.1 and not simply the utilization of a
pre-existing document. He does allow that Dtr.1 made use of a preexistent document, but, having updated it, “we are
not able to get behind the text of Dtr I for an exact report of the Cult reform” (Lohfink, “The Cult Reforms of Josiah
of Judah: 2 Kings 22–23 as a Source for the History of Israelite Religion,” 465). Still, he seems to indicate a fairly
high view of the historicity of the Dtr I because “his text seems to have been composed shortly after the events,
based upon underlying sources” (Lohfink, “The Cult Reforms of Josiah of Judah: 2 Kings 22–23 as a Source for the
History of Israelite Religion,” 465).
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Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings 22–23,” 52. Note, though, that Lohfink avers that the distinction
between the two acts (purgation and centralization) must be maintained (Lohfink, “Recent Discussions on 2 Kings
22–23,” 52). It should further be observed that he holds with Oestricher, as far as the purgation efforts are
concerned, in that he views them as the result of Judah’s growing independence from Assyrian rule, while the cult
centralization is possibly the result of the discovery of ַתּוֹרה
ָ ( ֵספֶר הLohfink, “The Cult Reforms of Josiah of Judah: 2
Kings 22–23 as a Source for the History of Israelite Religion,” 467–69). Hence, by viewing the reform report as
rhetorically rather than chronologically structured, he is able to stipulate: “The dismantling of foreign cults could
already have long been under way when the discovery of “Deuteronomy” occurred. After all, the discovery took
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vv. 8b–9 are out of place with respect to its immediate context. Rather than viewing the structure

Table 1. Lohfink’s Chart of 2 Kgs. 23:4–14101
Judah (23:4–14)
1. Vessels (4)
2. Idolatrous priests (5)
3. Asherah (6)
4. House of the cult prostitutes (7)
5. High places in the country (8a)
6. High places at the gates (8b) Narrative: Priests (9)
7. Topheth (10)
8. Horses and chariots of the sun (11)
9. Altars on the roofs and in the courts (12)
10. High places for Ashtoreth, Chemosh, and Milcom (13–14)
of the Reform report as presenting vv. 8b–9 as intrusive, Lohfink’s analysis provides a good
rational for taking the composer’s structuring as an intentional effort to highlight cult
centralization. Thus, it seems a reasonable conclusion to regard the purpose of the Josianic
reforms to have been both purgation and centralization, with the emphasis being upon
centralization.
As for the waw consecutive perfect, it would seem that the presence of such, in itself,
provides no evidence as to the possible compositional structure of the Reform report. Still,
Hollenstein’s observation about the number of such constructions in such a short span, especially
as compared to other possible synchronic literary parallels, is notable. Yet, at present, no good
explanation seems to be forthcoming as to why this is so. Still, sufficient textual evidence exists
to warrant taking this verbal construction as a narrative tense in Hebrew during the pre-exilic
place during the renovation of the Temple” (Lohfink, “The Cult Reforms of Josiah of Judah: 2 Kings 22–23 as a
Source for the History of Israelite Religion,” 466).
101

Source: Data from Lohfink, “The Cult Reforms of Josiah of Judah: 2 Kings 22–23 as a Source for the
History of Israelite Religion, 465.
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period.
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APPENDIX TWO
שׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ַה: Two Further Questions
Introduction
In the discussion concerning ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה, it was noted that there were two further issues
that are often discussed in relation to this phrase. While secondary to the present inquiry, it
would still be helpful to provide something of an overview of these questions. Both of these
relate to the question of location for בָּמוֹת. The matters to be dealt with concern: 1) how should
the  בָּמוֹתlocation with regard to the phrase שׁ ַע שַׂר־ ָהעִיר ֲאשֶׁר־עַל־שְׂמא ֹול אִישׁ ֲאשֶׁר־פֶּתח שַׁער י ְהוֹ
ֻ
שׁעַר ָהעִיר
ַ  ְבּ, be understood; 2) whether it is possible that a city other than Jerusalem, specifically
Beer-Sheba, is the actual location of ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה.
The Question of שׁעַר
ַ
This problem concerns the expression שׁעַר ָהעִיר
ַ שׁ ַע שַׂר־ ָהעִיר ֲאשֶׁר־שְׂמ ֹאול אִישׁ ְבּ
ֻ שׁעַר י ְהוֹ
ַ ֲאשֶׁר־פֶּתַ ח
(“which was at the entrance of the gate of Joshua, the governor of the city, which was at the left
of a man in the gate of the city”). The difficulty here is whether there are two gates being
referenced or one. If one, then it would seem that the gate is the city gate, which has been named
after the governor of the city, שׁ ַע
ֻ י ְהוֹ. This may well be the majority opinion of commentators.102
102

House, 1, 2 Kings, 388, Grey, I & II Kings, 730, Wray Beal, 1 & 2 Kings, 507, Robert L. Cohn, 2 Kings,
BO:SHNP (The Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 2000), 157, Keil and Delitzsch, 1 & 2 Kings, 1 & 2
Chronicles, 343–44, Hobbs, 2 Kings, 334; Sweeney, who also shares this view, further comments, “The reference to
the gate of Joshua, governor of the city, indicates that local officials played a role in establishing such high places,
perhaps with an eye to enhancing local power and revenue” (Sweeney, I & II Kings, 448). Šanda, who as well vies
for a single reference, does so though on the basis of a textual emendation. Šanda notes three problems with
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There are those who do see two references here rather than one. Barthélemy would seem to
exemplify such. Via the work of E.P. Dhorme, he offers the possible explanation that the שׁעַר
ַ
שׁ ַע
ֻ  י ְהוֹand שׁעַר ָהעִיר
ַ represent two different gates, both containing a  ָבּמָה.103 Another, similar
explanation originates with Y. Yadin. Like Barthélemy, Yadin holds that there are two distinct
locations being referenced, a city-gate as well as a gate next to the house of the city governor, but
unlike Barthélemy, only one  ָבּמָהis meant. With Yadin’s position, the  ָבּמָהis thus situated
between the governor’s house and to the left of the city wall, as one enters the city.104
However one understand שׁעַר ָהעִיר
ַ שׁ ַע שַׂר־ ָהעִיר ֲאשֶׁר־שְׂמ ֹאול אִישׁ ְבּ
ֻ שׁעַר י ְהוֹ
ַ  ֲאשֶׁר־פֶּתַ ח, whether
referring to two gates or one, the location of this  ָבּמָהis still toward the outer part of the city, near
the city-gates. The location of this  ָבּמָהis significant because v. 8b not only provides us with the
only mention of a ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ בָּמוֹת ה, but also a fairly detailed description of an urban  ָבּמָה. It could be
that here we have the definition of where an urban  ָבּמָהwas customarily located, at least in the
southern kingdom. Considering, though, that the author further qualified this  בָּמוֹתwith modifier
of ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ ה, it would seem, rather, that this was an unusual site for a  ָבּמָה.
retaining the phrase :שׁר
ֶ שׂר־ ָהעִיר ֲא
ַ 1) it is not clear which gate is meant; 2) one would more likely expect שׁעַר בֵּית
ַ
שׁ ַע
ֻ  י ְהוֹrather than שׁעַר י ְה ְוֹ
ַ שׁ ַע
ֻ ; 3) to seek a building next to the entrance of a gate of a house and not rather next to the
house is an odd way of speaking (Šanda, Die Bücher der Könige: Übersetzt und erklärt, 344). In light of these
problems, he concludes that שׂרּ־ ָהעִיר
ַ is a doublet of שׁעַר ָהעִיר
ַ , which occurs at the end of the verse. Further, he rejects
שׁר
ֶ  ֲאas a “müßige Wiederholung” (Šanda, Die Bücher der Könige: Übersetzt und erklärt, 345). Šanda further
accepts the alternative reading of the LXX, in which is found the following: εἰσπορεθοµένου τὴν πύλην (Gray
likewise accepts the LXX alternative, Gray, I & II Kings, 730; the Targums reads  בָּא שׁערhere, so, there is some
textual justification for an emendation. Yet, as Montgomery observes: “such an interpretation is interpretative”
(Montgomery and Gehman, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Kings, 539)). Based on these
facets, Šanda’s translation is: „Am Eingang des Josuators, zur Linken desjenigen, der in dieses Stadttor eintrat.“
Against this, though, Emerton observes: “Šanda’s deletion of three words seems unacceptably bold in this
context…” (Emerton, “’The High Places of the Gates’ in 2 Kings XXIII 8,” 461).
103

Barthélemy ; Critique textuelle de l’Ancien Testament, 419. Note, with this explanation, Barthélemy also
provides a solution to the problem of the use of the plurals, in that there were two actual sites (hence the plural
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The Question of ָהעִיר
The next problem relates to the city in which ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הwas to be found. Yadin’s
interpretation of two gate complexes between which the  ָבּמָהwas located is the means that led the
archaeologist to identify a site at Beer-sheba as a  ָבּמָה. Yadin identified a facility, known as
Building 430, which was positioned between a structure, which appeared to be of some
significance,105 and to the left of the city gate as the  מָה ָבּof v. 8. Of course, the importance of this
is that the structure was located at Beer-sheba, not Jerusalem, the location held by many for the
ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הof v. 8b.
Yadin rejected this association with Jerusalem on the basis of five difficulties. First, he
stipulated that the subject of this verse is the  בָּמוֹתfrom Geba to Beer-sheba, not  בָּמוֹתlocated at
Jerusalem. Secondly, he avers that the only known governor over Jerusalem during the reign of
Josiah was Maaseiah (2 Chr 34:8). Third, there is no evidence for a gate in Jerusalem named
after a Joshua and, further, it is difficult to accept that a gate in Jerusalem would be named after a
governor. Fourth, Yadin avers that it is hard to imagine a  ָבּמָהbeing located in Jerusalem. And,
finally, Yadin finds it unlikely that a  בָּמוֹתnear a gate in Jerusalem would require such a detailed
description of its location; rather, such a site would have been well-known. Hence, seeing that
the last mentioned site in the expression שׁבַע ִמ ֶגּבַע עַד־ ְבּאֵר
ָ was Beer-sheba, he takes this to signify
that ַשׁע ִָרים
ְ ּ  בָּמוֹת הwas thus located.106
In reaction to Yadin’s interpretation of the Beer-sheba site, Herzog, Rainey and
Moshkovitz challenged Yadin on many of his points.107 With regard to his first point, they
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Regarding the facility, both he and, earlier, Aharoni understood it as the residence of the governor of the
city (Yadin, “Beer-sheba: The High Place Destroyed by King Josiah,” 9).
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stipulate that his association of the  ָבּמָהwith Beer-sheba on the basis of the phrase ִמ ֶגּבַע עַד־ ְבּאֵר
שׁבַע
ָ , instead of pointing only to the last mentioned area, “could conceivably have been at any site
from Geba to Beer-sheba,” seeing that the phrase itself is serving as a border demarcation.108 As
to his second point, that the only known governor during the reign of Josiah was Maaseiah is
irrelevant, further observing that the name of the gate could have been in effect prior to the reign
of Josiah. With respect to the naming of the gate, and in response to his third point, they stipulate
that such a practice would only make sense in a city with multiple gates (Beer-sheba only had
one gate complex).109
As to Yadin’s last two points, Emerton offers a persuasive counter. With respect to his
contention that it was unlikely for a  ָבּמָהto have existed in Jersualem, Emerton notes that the text
would suggest otherwise, considering the mention of numerous religious shrines and objects
located in and around Jerusalem. Finally, as to the need for a detailed description of its location,
Emerton observes that the  ָבּמָהis recorded as being destroyed and hence there could well have
been a need for the author to provide such a description for his readers.110
In light of the above objections, Yadin’s position does appear fairly weak. A more
persuasive argument, though, is put forward by Wray Beal. She avers for a city other than
Jerusalem based on the consideration that the context indicates action taking place outside of
Jerusalem.111 Yet, against her contention, it should be observed that Jerusalem is implied in v. 8a
and explicitly referred to in v. 9, the only specific place thus referenced.
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